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State University vs. private industry 82A COMPARISON BETWEEN THE MANAGEMENT PRACTICES
OF ACADEMIC DEPARTMENT CHAIRPERSONS
AND PRIVATE INDUSTRY MANAGERS
I. INTRODUCTION
The two fields (business and higher educational
institutions) are so different as to preclude any
useful exchange of management skills. (Millett,
1975, p.44)
Management is a required ingredient for every en-
deavor.The ultimate success of an endeavor will, to a
great degree, be dependent upon the managerial skills
of individual managers and supervisors.However, "most
people do not hear 'management'; they hear 'business
management'" (Drucker, 1982, p. 105).The function of
management, and the nature of its authority and respon-
sibility, was studied first as a discipline and was in-
deed first seen, identified, and studied as a part of
business enterprise.In Drucker's view, this was
hardly more than a historical--and primarily
American--accident.Management is the specific
organ of any modern institution.The people in
management may be called by different names- -
schools and hospitals, for instance, prefer to
speak of administrators.But what all of them do
is to manage.What all of them practice is man-
agement. (p. 105)2
Early 20th Century management theorists such as
Fredrick Taylor, Henri Fayol, Walter Dill Scott, Frank
and Lillian Gilbreth, Henry Gantt and Elton Mayo
(George, 1972) repeatedly emphasized that training in
the managerial functions is needed.However, system-
atic training in the managerial aspects of higher
education has not been evident.This situation has
been explained by Olswang and Cohen (1979):
Higher education administration has long been con-
sidered the bastion of logical, pragmatic
decision-making practiced by controlled, rational,
and scholarly individuals possessing unquestioned
expertise in their fields.( p. 1)
They opine that there is, therefore, a natural inclina-
tion to maintain a hands-off policy regarding training
of administrators as they move up through the educa-
tional hierarchy.
No known instrument has been developed in the
arena of higher education which specifically assesses
the managerial skills of academic managers, or adminis-
trators.The purpose of this study was to ascertain
whether such an instrument, developed for assessment of
managerial skills of industrial managers, may have
valid use in the higher education environment.3
Statement of the Problem
The purpose of this research was to compare and
contrast management practices of department chairper-
sons in higher education and managers in theprivate
industry environment.
The major objectives of the study were:
1)To review the literature addressing the recom-
mendations by management theorists that man-
agers receive some formal training in manage-
rial concepts.
2)To review the literature addressing the major
concepts of managerial styles.
3)To review the literature addressing the train-
ing of department chairpersons in higher edu-
cation.
4)To utilize a reliable and valid managerial
style survey instrument used in private indus-
try to obtain perceptions of management prac-
tices of department chairpersons in higher ed-
ucation.
5)To prepare an analysis of the results of ob-
jective #4 in order to obtain a university-
wide department chair analysis and compare it
with an industrial norm(additional sub-4
groupings of analysis are listed under Data
Analysis).
6)To obtain a reliable and valid method of out-
lining the perceptions of management style of
individual department chairpersons in the man-
agerial aspects of their work.
Rationale for the Study
This research attempted to establish a procedure
by which the perceptions of how individual department
chairs may be accomplishing their managerial duties
could be identified, and to present the results of this
study in a non-threatening manner.It is recognized
that there is no perfect method of subjectively analyz-
ing management style.The individual may choose to act
upon the information presented, and such action could
be part of a personal growth program, rather than hav-
ing an administration require certain training for all
incumbent chairs, based upon some general, organiza-
tional perception of development needs which may or may
not have application to the actual developmental needs
of a particular department chairperson.
Fisher (1977) has proposed that there are several
reasons for providing training for administrators, in-
cluding: (1) the need to keep abreast of the complex5
issues that have implications for administrative role
responsibilities and opportunities in higher education
and to maintain current knowledge of contemporary ad-
ministrative concerns; (2) the need, particularly for
novice administrators, for specific role guidelines and
the development of individual skills and operating
strategies relating to organizational behavior, inter-
personal relations, communications, leadership methods,
decision-making, effecting change, and time-management,
and (3) the need to transcend the cognitive aspects of
learning and reflect the often-neglected affective do-
main and the need for personal growth and renewal.
Olswang and Cohen (1979) not only agreed with
Fisher, but also cited other authorities who were also
in agreement that the need for such training existed.
However, they made the additional observation that
"little direct research has been performed to isolate
the areas in which such training should be focused"
(pp. 1-2).
No multi-level testing with a single instrument
has been used to evaluate academic administration per-
formance.Knight and Holen (1985) have evaluated de-
partment chairpersons, using one instrument for the
chair's self-evaluation, and another for the faculty's
perceptions of the chair's performance.However, they
did use the multi-level concept in their approach be-6
cause of their belief that how the chair perceives
his/her management, and how that management is per-
ceived by the departmental faculty are both important.
They determined that one of the most salient issues was
that "the relationship between the faculty's perception
of the chair's leadership and their perceptions of the
chair's performance" (pp. 678-679) must also be taken
into consideration.
This research proposed to expand the multi-level
approach by including the department chair's self-eval-
uation, an evaluation of the department chair by the
chair's administrative dean, an evaluation of the de-
partment chair by the chair's peers, and an evaluation
of the department chair by a sampling of the depart-
ment's faculty.
Delimitations of the Study
This study was restricted in sample size to arel-
atively small population of department chairpersonsat
Oregon State University, a state land-grantinstitution
of public education.The purpose of this restriction
was to test the effectiveness of theinstrument within
the atmosphere of a single organization, respondingto
a single source originationof general guidance and
management.The results obtained should not be gener-7
alized to other academic institutions of higher learn-
ing.The feasibility of using a multi-level instru-
ment, developed in private industry, may be general-
ized.
Assumptions of the Study
The following are the assumptions upon which the
conclusions of this study are based:
1)Development of management skills is no less
important to the successful accomplishment of
a department chair's responsibilities than it
is for managers in private industry.
2)Evaluation of management skills at the depart-
ment chairperson level is not a common phe-
nomenon.
3)There is a need to systematically evaluate de-
partment chairpersons on their managerial
skills.
4)The method of evaluation must be non-
threatening.
5)Evaluation must be multi-level in order to ob-
tain the greatest differentiation of feedback.8
Definition of Terms
Acceptance of Authority:The willing acceptance by
subordinates, to recognize the authority of
superiors and their to follow the directions
of these superiors.
Administrator:An individual having the authority and
responsibility to direct others. Used inter-
changeably with manager or supervisor in this
study.
Authority:The right to take the action(s) necessary
to accomplish goals.
Continuing Education:The process of developing skill
and knowledge beyond the formal schooling pe-
riod.
Hawthorne Effect:Conclusions of Elton Mayo that the
emotional perceptions of an informal work
group have a far greater influence on produc-
tivity than logic.
Lifelong Learning:A concept used to express the need
for education throughout life.
Management:The utilization of the five functions of
management (planning, organizing, staffing,
directing, and controlling) to pursue organi-9
zational goals.The process of achieving
goals through the efforts of others.
Management development:A systematic process of educa-
tion and training designed to improve the
performance of an individual manager.
Managerial Style:The way particular individuals, in
occupying managerial positions, carry out
their duties.
Organizational Development:A systematic process of
education and training designed to change the
culture and/or direction of the entire orga-
nization.
Span of Management (control):The number of
subordinates a manager supervises directly.
Synergy:The increase in productivity which may come
about from the combined cooperative effort of
several people working together toward a sin-
gle goal as opposed to several individuals,
each working alone toward a similar end.A
combination of the words synthesis and ener-
gy.
Training:Presentation of specific information to ac-
complish a definite purpose in the partici-
pant's development.
Unity of Command:The principle that one person should
report directly to only one superior.10
II. REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE
The selected literature is presented in three cat-
egories.The first section reviews the importance of
managerial training as indicated by selected managers
and management theoreticians in a historical review.
The second section reviews managerial styles as identi-
fied by selected managers and management theoreticians.
The third section reviews management training which has
been available for academic department chairpersons.
Management Training: A Historical Review
Evidence of management practices often has been in
the form of scraps of information found in the histori-
cal accounts of great empires past, archaeological digs
investigating ancient civilizations, in ancient monu-
ments like the Great Wall of China or the pyramids of
Egypt, in religious traditions like those found in the
Old Testament (Exodus: 18), and surviving written works
like The Art of War (Wu, 1957), which in 500 B.C. out-
lined the value of planning, directing, and organizing.
However, although the ancient empires needed excep-
tional managerial systems to survive, little of a11
concrete nature about management theory was passed
along (Holt, 1987).
The first author known to have identified manage-
ment as a concept and not as a by-product of an enter-
prise was Niccolo Machiavelli (Jan, 1967).His writ-
ings in The Prince and The Discourses (early 16th
century) set forth four fundamentals for all organized
endeavors:
1)Reliance on the consent of the governed.He
recognized that authority flows from the bot-
tom up.Today's management texts refer to
this as acceptance of authority.
2)Cohesiveness.He presented the concept that
the crucial element of organizational cohe-
siveness was to insure that the people know
what they can expect from their prince and in
return what is expected of them--the principle
of clear cut responsibility.
3)Leadership:"A good prince must also be a
wise observer of events and people, able to
use both to his advantage."Not in an under-
handed way but, like most successful managers,
he should learn to take advantage of an oppor-
tunity when it arises.Also, he should be
able to sense the trends of the times and to
adapt.12
4)The will to survive.A prince should be alert
to stamp out disturbances while they still can
be remedied.This is a reminder to realize
the advantage of taking action over allowing a
disadvantageous situation to linger on.
Claude S. George (1972) reinforced Machiavelli when he
wrote:
Perhaps his major contribution of interest to man-
agement scholars is that he overtly identified
management as a concept, for it was management
that the princes (or managers) would have to apply
effectively if they were to survive.( pp. 43-47)
Western management practices, which centered on an
identification of specific management activities called
"functions," emerged with the increasing centralization
of economic endeavors during the Industrial Revolution.
Eli Whitney (Green, 1956) recognized the principle of
"span of management," while Newman (1835) identified
the duties of management as "planning and arranging,
and conducting the different processes of production"
(p. 51).These developments eventually led to the re-
alization that management was becoming so important
that "the first care, however, of a government should
be to create institutions that will serve as training
schools for good industrial managers" (Laveleye, 1884
p. 96).The need for management training was recog-
nized also in the United States, and businessman Joseph
Wharton, in 1881, donated $100,000 to the University of13
Pennsylvania to establish a department which would lat-
er become the Wharton School of Management.The Uni-
versity of Chicago and the University of California
followed this lead and established business schools in
1898 (George, 1972).
The early 20th Century brought recommendations for
training in management from a number of theorists, in-
cluding Fredrick Taylor, Walter Dill Scott, Henri Fay-
ol, Frank and Lillian Gilbreth, Mary Parker Follett,
Henry Gantt, and Elton Mayo (George, 1972; Metcalf,
1930).These pioneers recommended repeatedly that
training in various aspects of management be empha-
sized.
Each management expert leaned toward a particular
aspect of management:Fredrick Taylor, "the father of
scientific management" (Holt, 1987), emphasized the im-
portance of the training of managers as well as time
and motion studies to improve productivity and prof-
itability (Taylor, 1911).
Walter Dill Scott (1923), a former president of
Northwestern University, wrote that the human factors
of proper selection and training of employees had not
kept pace with technological improvements.He believed
that the worker would perform at a much higher effi-
ciency rate if management itself was properly trained.
Lillian and Frank Gilbreth continued these scientific14
studies, but Lillian pioneered the humanistic approach
to employees, and her human resource approach to man-
agement emphasized the training of personnel (Bedeian,
1986).Mary Parker Follett emphasized that productiv-
ity would come from recognizing and acting upon the mo-
tivating desires of the individual and the group.
Agreeing with Fayol and Sheldon, she stressed edu-
cation and the fact that leaders were not born
only, but could be made through education in un-
derstanding group dynamics and human behavior.
(George, 1972, pp. 138-139)
Henry Gantt pioneered the idea that management had
a responsibility to teach and train workers to become
more skilled.He believed that managers themselves
learned by trial and error, by on-the-job training and
by formal schooling (Urwick, 1956).Elton Mayo (1933)
developed his theory, which became known as the "Haw-
thorne Effect."(The experiment took place at the
Western Electric Hawthorne plant outside of Chicago.)
Mayo explained that attention given to groups of work-
ers, be it reward or punishment, resulted in a syner-
gistic effect within that informal group of workers,
and that managers should learn how to tap into the in-
formal group in order to increase productivity.He
identified the concept that emotion plays a far greater
role in productivity than does logic.However, it fell
to Henri Fayol (1949) to specifically outline the func-
tions which managers must accomplish if they are to15
carry out the work of management successfully.These
"functions" are found, with minor differences in pre-
sentation, in the management and supervisory texts
available today in any bookstore.These "functions"
have been carried out by military, business, religious,
and political entities since humans began living and
working in groups, but were never formally collectively
identified until Fayol.
Because of his pioneering work, Henri Fayol (1949)
has been identified as the "father of administrative
management."In 1916 he formulated his list of manage-
ment "functions," or managerial planning, organizing,
commanding, controlling, and coordinating:
1)Planning:Examining the future and drawing up
a plan of action.
2)Organizing:Building up the human and mate-
rial (resources) to achieve goals.
Commanding:The maintenance of activity among
the personnel of the organization.
4)Controlling:Seeing that everything is accom-
plished in conformity with established plans
and commands.
5)Coordinating:Bringing together, unifying,
and harmonizing all activity and effort.
Of these five functions, Fayol thought that plan-
ning was the most important and the most diffi-
cult.Poor planning, he reasoned, would lead to16
subsequent hesitations, false steps, untimely ac-
tions, general weakness and possible demise.
(George, 1972, p. 155)
Fayol took the behavioral approach to management,
as he believed coordination of human and non-human re-
sources also needed a control system.In modern man-
agement texts, the titles of the functions listed above
have been modified to include planning, organizing,
staffing, directing, and controlling (Attner & Plunk-
ett, 1984)
The "functions" of management are suggested to be
universal, applying to any work involving management,
at any level, in any organization, and within any dis-
cipline or any technological environment.More modern
management theorists such as Chester Barnard (1953),
Oliver Sheldon (1966), Peter Drucker (1977b), and Paul
Hersey and Kenneth Blanchard (1982) have all endorsed
training in the management functions as a way to en-
hance managerial productivity.Barnard discussed edu-
cation as a method of developing personal skills
(1938).Sheldon (1966) bridged the gap between scien-
tific management and the social side of management.He
believed in management as a "whole," not as something
to be sectionalized, and made the following points:
1)Management has evolved as a separate profes-
sion.
2)The need for a code or a set of rules to serve
as a guide for good managerialpractice.
3)The need for formalized management training,
particularly at the university level.17
4)The greater importance of managerial ability
over technical ability in the higher echelons
of management.
5)The importance of developing better leadership
to secure the best cooperation from the work-
ers
6)The importance of conferences incoordinating
the overall effort.
7)The need for unity of command. (pp. xiv-xv)
Douglas McGregor, who coined the terms "Theory X"
and "Theory Y" in his identification of managerial as-
sumptions about employees (Bennis, 1966), wrote that
managers must change their way of approaching manage-
ment because of the growth of science, the changes in
technology in the work-place, the changes in the work
force, and changes in society and industrial relation-
ships.Although McGregor's papers were published by
Bennis after McGregor's death, they reinforce McGre-
gor's ideas about the necessity for training managers.
McGregor (1957), although supporting formal training
for managers, also succinctly issues a warning that
such training will be successful only if certain con-
ditions are met:
Managerial competence is created on the job,
not in the classroom.However, classroom ed-
ucation can be used as a powerful aid to the
process of management development, providing
there is sufficient understanding of the dif-
ferent kinds of learning which are involved
and of the different methods and strategies
that are appropriate to these.Only disillu-
sionment can result from the naive attitude
that education is a Good Thing regardless of
the need to be met. (pp. 225-226)
Peter Drucker (1966) has supported the value of
management training.He believes that effectiveness18
should be the first goal of any person who has the re-
sponsibilities of managing others, be it in the knowl-
edge industry or physical labor industry.His list of
the needed traits of management effectiveness can be
viewed in five general categories:
1)Time.Effective executives systematically
manage what time can be brought under their
control.
2)Results.Effective executives are geared to
results and outward contributions rather than
to the work itself or how it may be accom-
plished.
3)Strengths.Effective executives build upon
their own strengths and those of their subor-
dinates, colleagues, and superiors; effective
executives realize what they are not capable
of doing.
4)Concentration of effort.Effective executives
give priority to performance in those areas in
which they are capable of producing the best
results.
5)Decisions.Effective executives are aware
that effective decision-making involves cor-
rect procedures, reaching judgements based on
"dissenting opinions" rather than on a
"consensus of facts" (pp. 23-24).
In summary, Drucker (1966) feels that there is
substantial need for more effective processes of execu-
tive training, both on the individual and the organiza-
tional levels.In his view, all organizations could
benefit from more extensive training programs, based
upon the principle that there is no one ideal model.
There is much more to the self-development of an
executive than his training in effectiveness.He
has to acquire knowledges and skills.He has to
learn a good many new work habits as he proceeds
along his career, and he will occasionally have to
unlearn some old work habits.19
Enormous resources are brought together in
the modern large business, in the modern large
government agency, in the modern large hospital,
or in the university; yet far too much of the re-
sult is mediocrity, far too much is splintering of
efforts, far too much is devoted to yesterday or
to avoiding decision and action.Organizations as
well as executives need to work systematically on
effectiveness and need to acquire the habit of ef-
fectiveness.They need to learn to feed their op-
portunities and to starve their problems.They
need to work on making strength productive.They
need to concentrate and to set priorities instead
of trying to do a little bit of everything. (pp.
169-171)
Peter Drucker (1966) possibly could not have given
more direct advice as to the need for education in man-
agement when he stated that "effectiveness must be
learned" (p. 174). George Odiorne (1965), writing
during the same period as Drucker, paralleled Drucker's
thoughts on the value of formal training for managers,
but he warned also that training theindividual on
particular management techniques may not be successful
unless the instructor includes one of the following
actions:
1)Teaching the subordinates their boss's fa-
vorite method of managing.
2)Holding the course, perhaps in briefer form,
for top management and getting their accep-
tance for the subject to be taught to the
lower-level managers. (p. 136)
Paul Hersey and Ken Blanchard (1982), although
warning that one cannot become a good leader or manager
merely by attending classes or reading books and not
practicing, still concluded that:
There is still much that is unknown about human
behavior.Unanswered questions remain and further20
research is necessary.Knowledge about motiva-
tion, leader behavior, and change will continue to
be of great concern to practitioners of management
for several reasons:it can help improve the ef-
fective utilization of human resources; it can
help in preventing resistance to change, restric-
tions of output, and union disputes; and often it
can lead to a more productive organization. (p.
311)
Although most of the authors named agree that man-
agement skills can be developed by on-the-job experi-
ence only, they universally agree that formal manage-
ment education, although not a guarantee of successful
managerial performance of and by itself, is a vital and
necessary ingredient for enhancing the probability of
success among those selected to fill managerial posi-
tions.A "natural manager" may occur in nature, but
perhaps at about the same ratio as "natural physi-
cists", "natural historians", "natural leaders", or
"natural athletes".Perhaps all of the above could be
successful instantly, but left to chance alone, the
probabilities cannot be high.
Management Style: Theories and Concepts
As a preface to what follows, please note that
management theories and concepts written prior to and
during the early 1960s express managerial pronouns al-
most exclusively in male terms.In lieu of inserting a
"(sic)" after each male pronoun in directly quoted ma-
terial, it is suggested that the readers remind them-21
selves that such archaic terminology is demeaning and
has no honorable place in management theory and con-
cepts as applied today.
Management, according to Webster's, means managing
or being managed or the exercise of control or direc-
tion, while style is the characteristic manner of ex-
pression or execution in any art; skill is ability in
such an art (i.e., management).Management style, ac-
cording to James (1985) is "how one goes about doing
their task of leading a project or some part of a pro-
ject" (p. 61).Rear Admiral Grace Murray Hopper, USN
(Ret.), expressed her opinion that "you manage things;
you lead people" (1989).
Management style, as surveyed in this research,
expands upon James' (1985) definition and combines the
perceived abilities of department chairpersons to both
lead and manage.An indication of how well they do so
when compared with their industrial counterparts is the
goal of this research.However, it should be clear
that no two department chairpersons will accomplish
their goals in an identical manner.How they are per-
ceived as doing their jobs will give an indication as
to the general managerial style they have developed for
themselves.Their style can fall into one or more of
several general categories which have been identified22
by managerial theorists.Ageneral description of se-
lected styles follows.
The purpose of this review is to familiarize the
reader with a few of the theory/style identifications
as viewed by management experts, with the caveat that
no particular theory/style is in itself right or wrong.
What is common to the theories which follow is the sug-
gestion that the most important factor for success de-
pends upon which style is used in any particular and
unique situation.Consideration of management theories
is prefaced by a section summarizing some of the useful
tools developed by the analysis of managerial styles.
Management Style Evaluation Techniques
The following techniques have been devised as
methods of management style evaluation and determina-
tion of patterns of executive leadership.
Continuum of Leadership Behavior
The "continuum of leadership behavior" grid has
the value of allowing an individual to assess his/her
managerial pattern.The continuum (Appendix B, page
117) was developed by Robert Tannenbaum and Warren
Schmidt (1957).Tannenbaum and Schmidt recognized that
managers using purely authoritarian leadershipstyles
were less effective than those who were moredemocrati-
cally inclined.They claimed that the manager of that23
day was not sure how to act in many situations, and was
at a loss as to what was appropriate.Tannenbaum and
Schmidt developed the continuum as a framework for con-
fronting this dilemma, the issue being the question of
when to use managerial authority and when to allow
freedom for subordinates.The explanation of the graph
as given by its developers relates manager actions to
the degree of authority exercised and to the amount of
freedom available to subordinates in reaching deci-
sions.Actions at one extreme of the grid characterize
managers who maintain a high degree of control, while
those at the opposite extreme characterize managers who
exercise minimum control.The grid is divided into
seven general positions, which are characterized as
follows (pp. 95-97):
1)The manager makes the decision and announces
it.In this case the boss identifies a prob-
lem, considers alternative solutions, chooses
one of them, and then reports this decision to
his subordinates for implementation.
2)The manager "sells" his decision.Here the
manager, as before, takes responsibility for
identifying the problem and arriving at a de-
cision.However, he takes the additional step
of persuading his subordinates to accept it.24
3)The manager presents his ideas, invites ques-
tions.Here the boss who has arrived at a de-
cision and who seeks acceptance of his ideas
provides an opportunity for his subordinates
to get a fuller explanation of his thinking
and his intentions.
4)The manager presents a tentative decision sub-
ject to change.This kind of behavior permits
the subordinates to exert some influence on
the decision.
5)The manager presents the problem, gets sugges-
tions, and then makes his decisions.
6)The manager defines the limits and requests
the group to make a decision.At this point
the manager passes to the group. (possibly in-
cluding himself as a member) the right to make
decisions.
7)The manager permits the group to make deci-
sions within prescribed limits.
Self-Fulfilling Prophecies--The Pygmalion Effect
Robert Rosenthal has performed an on-going series
of experiments which continues the work done by Albert
Moll.Rosenthal states:"More than half a century
ago, Albert Moll concluded from hisclinical experience
that subjects behaved as they believed they were ex-
pected to" (Rosenthal & Jacobsen, 1968, p.11.).This25
particular effect was named "The Pygmalion Effect" and
has its roots in Greek Mythology.George Barnard Shaw
took the myth and wrote the play Pygmalion, and Holly-
wood later filmed the movie version, calling it My Fair
Lady.In one scene, Eliza Doolittle explains:"You
see, really and truly, apart from the things anyone can
pick up, the difference between a lady and a flower
girl is not how she behaves, but how she's treated"
(Productivity and the self-fulfilling prophesy, 1978.)
J. Sterling Livingston (1969) has brought the Pyg-
malion Effect into the management arena, and uses the
theory in his work in organizational development.In
effect, though there are those managers who achieve su-
perior performance by the manner in which they treat
their subordinates, there are also those managers, like
Professor Higgins (in My Fair Lady) who unintentionally
treat their subordinates in a way that leads to lower
performance than they are capable of achieving.More-
over, managerial expectations can be correlated with
performance, i.e., the higher the expectations, the
greater the rate of productivity.
Livingston (1969) documented the influence of ex-
pectations upon performance, reaching the following
conclusions:(1)Employee performance and career
progress is largely dependent upon a manager's perfor-
mance expectations and the manner in which employees26
are treated; (2) superior managers have the ability to
create performance expectations that employees will
fulfill; (3) less effective managers fail to develop
high expectations and organizational productivity suf-
fers; and (4) more often than not, subordinates achieve
at levels at which they are expected to achieve.
Livingston (1969) believes that managers more ef-
fectively communicate low expectations than high expec-
tations, even though most managers believe the oppo-
site.Positive feelings often are not clearly ex-
pressed.The key to success in managing is not the way
one organizes, but the way he/she treats subordinates.
He also warns that the expectations of the manager must
pass the test of reality.If expectations are impossi-
bly high, the subordinate will give up.On the other
hand, if the goal that the manager sets can be met with
absolute certainty, the subordinate also will not be
motivated.Livingston concludes that:
What a manager believes about his ability to train
and motivate subordinates clearly is the founda-
tion on which realistically high managerial expec-
tations are built. (p. 85)
The Managerial Grid
The Managerial Grid was developed by Robert Blake
and Jane Mouton (1978) and is shown in Appendix C, page
118.The grid is used by the authors as a part of
their organizational development seminars, and is used27
to assist managers in determining their own leadership
styles.The Managerial Grid is also used as a planned
organizational development package for use by any orga-
nization, as may be seen by an analysis of its struc-
ture (Siegal & Lane, 1982):
The core of the Grid OD program . . .rests on a
bipolar conceptualization of leadership.The two
key dimensions are:(1) concern for production
and (2) concern for people.
The Grid shows the placement of five hypo-
thetical managers.The 1,1 manager behaves in the
least desirable fashion.The 9,9 manager, who is
maximally concerned both with production and with
the people with whom he interacts, is presumed to
behave in an optimal manner. (pp. 386-387.)
In Bedeian's (1986) view, concern for production empha-
sizes getting results or accomplishing a mission.Con-
cern for people emphasized mature and healthyrelations
among work group members.
An individual's leadership styles may be identi-
fied on the grid by the individual or his/her associ-
ates.There are 81 possible combinations, each combi-
nation showing more or less emphasis on the two key di-
mensions:concern for production or concern for peo-
ple.The five focus points of the grid include (Holt,
1987):
1)Impoverished Management:the 1,1 style, in
which the manager exerts only minimum effort
to achieve performance as well as to sustain
and support organizational members.28
2)Authority-Obedience Management:the 9,1
style, in which the manager manifests high re-
gard for operational efficiency, exercises au-
thority unilaterally, and often with little
regard for the manner in which subordinates
are treated.
3)Country Club Management:the opposite, of 1,9
extreme, in which the focus is on people
rather than on production.The working as-
sumption is that happy people working in a
friendly environment will be productive em-
ployees; the requirements of production and
operational efficiency are often ignored.
4)Organization Man Management:the 5,5 middle
of the road style in which managerial author-
ity has limits and the needs of employees are
in balance with the needs of production.This
is the least-risk style of management, most
often noncontroversial in nature.
Team Management:the 9,9 style, or the ideal
for effective leadership.Operations are con-
ducted and production maximized through appli-
cation of team concepts and participative de-
cision making, while at the same time encom-
passing a complete regard for people and their
needs.A committed work force and leaders who29
exercise authority with full acceptance of
shared authority results in maximum production
levels.
The identification of a manager's individual style
and/or the identification of the organization's style
may be identified, and both individual and/or organiza-
tional programs may be initiated to accomplish movement
toward the ideal.
Theory X and Theory Y Management
These styles were identified by Douglas McGregor
in 1957.McGregor believed that the individual manager
made certain assumptions about his/her subordinates,
and in doing so managers thereby inserted themselves
into a place on a continuum.This continuum had as its
extremes "X" on one end, which represented the tactics
of control, and "Y" on the opposite, which represented
the nature of relationships and established an environ-
ment which encourages commitment and opportunity.Ac-
cording to McGregor, managers made the following as-
sumptions about their subordinates:
1)Theory X:The average person has an inherent
dislike of work, will avoid it if possible,
and therefore must be coerced, controlled, di-
rected, or threatened with punishment to get
them to put forth an adequate effort.In30
addition, the average human being prefers to
be directed, wishes to avoid responsibility,
has little ambition, and only wants security.
2)Theory Y:To most employees work is as natu-
ral as play or rest and the average human be-
ing does not inherently dislike work.Workers
will exercise self-direction and self-control
and will be committed to objectives as a func-
tion of the rewards associated with their
achievement.The average human being learns,
under proper conditions, not only to accept
but to seek responsibility and, in addition,
has the capacity to exercise a relatively high
degree of imagination, ingenuity, and creativ-
ity.
McGregor (1957) warned that the assumptions of
Theory "Y" are not finally validated.However, he did
state his belief that:
Theory X offers management an easy rationalization
for ineffectiveorganizational performance:It
is due to the nature of the human resources with
which we must work.Theory Y, on the other hand,
places the problems squarely in the lap of manage-
ment.If employees are lazy, indifferent, unwill-
ing to take responsibility, intransigent, uncre-
ative, uncooperative, Theory Y implies that the
causes lie in management's methods of organization
and control. (p. 48)
Peter Drucker (1977a) evaluated these theories,
discussing them in view of Abraham Maslow's (1970)
treatment of Theory X and Theory Y.McGregor (1957)31
presented the two theories as alternatives and pre-
tended to impartiality.Yet, no reader ever doubted- -
or was meant todoubt--that McGregor himself believed
wholeheartedly in Theory Y.
In explaining the Theory X and Theory Y assump-
tions, McGregor (1957) discusses motivation and the ad-
vantages of allowing an individual to work toward self-
actualization.These are direct references to Maslow's
"Hierarchy of Needs," and although not a management
theory of itself, Bedeian (1986) regards it as an im-
portant guide for understanding individual motivation.
Because of the widespread acceptance of Maslow's (1970)
"Need Theory," and its close relationship with Theory Y
assumptions as well as with other managerial theories,
a digest of the Hierarchy of Needs and its implications
is provided in Appendix A, page 116.
Management by Objectives
"Management by objectives" (MBO), a term first
used by Peter Drucker (1977b), originally was aimed at
countering subjective performance appraisals.The con-
cept was subsequently expanded to counter what Drucker
called "management by drives" (p. 65), which involved
short-term drives to accomplish results which unin-
tentionally became only temporary changes.Drucker
believes that "proper management requires balanced32
stress on objectives," and management by objectives
moved out of performance appraisal and into general
management.Drucker (1973) explains that managers must
be aware of performance requirements in light of busin-
ess goals, while their superiors must know what contri-
butions they can demand and expect.
Management by objectives requires major effort and
special techniques.In a business enterprise man-
agers are not automatically directed toward a com-
mon goal.On the contrary, organization, by its
very nature, contains four factors which tend to
misdirect:the specialized work of most managers;
the hierarchical structure of management; the dif-
ferences in vision and work and the resultant iso-
lation of various levels of management; the com-
pensationstructure of their management group.
To overcome these obstacles requires more
than good intentions.It requires policy and
structure.It requires thatmanagement by objec-
tives be purposefully organized and be made the
living law of the entire management group. (pp.
352-353)
George Odiorne (1965) explains management by ob-
jectives as:
a process whereby the superior and subordinate
managers of an organization jointly identify its
common goals, define each individual's major areas
of responsibility in terms of the results expected
of him, and use these measures as guides for oper-
ating the unit and assessing the contribution of
each of its members. (pp. 55-56)
Odiorne points out that management by objectives is ex-
tremely valuable to professional workers, although he
does warn the user that the system is not a panacea for
all managerial problems.As a valuable reason to adopt
the system, Odiorne goes on to note that prior research
had shown that when management expectations were not33
achieved, the frequent cause was that subordinates were
not aware of the nature of the goals expected from
them.
A more recent explanation of management by objec-
tives is given by Weihrich (1977), who brings Henri
Fayol's managerial functions into the MBO system:
MBO must become a system of managing that inte-
grates the organization with its environment and
the various key managerial activities so that the
whole is more thansimply the sum of its parts.
The various organization subsystems arein-
tegrated and contribute to the overall organiza-
tional aims, the functions of planning, organizing
staffing, directing, and controlling become mutu-
ally supportive.As one function changes, others
are modified. Changes are effected by communica-
tion throughout the total system.MBO provides a
unified system that channels all efforts toward
results. (pp. 43-44)
Odiorne (1977) reinforced the value of management
by objectives for the knowledge workers of the 1980s
when he wrote that technical staff and specialized or
highly talented employees tended to shift goals with
each new piece of knowledge acquired, in contrast for
the MBO requirement for advance commitments.The re-
sult is that MBO has been successfully applied when the
organizational goals can be determined with relative
precision (e.g., financial or sales goals), but is less
successful with respect to non-tangible (e.g., nonfi-
nancial or unquantifiable) organizational goals.As a
result, organizational needs for greater functional ef-
fectiveness require increasingly rigorous management34
analysis and commitment, placing new limits on charac-
teristic or intuitive managerial styles.For Odiorne,
MBO was the answer, a system which could function with
either participative or top-down, directive management
styles.
Situational. Leadership
The concept for situational leadership came from
Hersey and Blanchard's (1982) work in individual and
organizational development.Both individuals espouse
the theory that there is no one best way to manage.
They are not alone in the belief that the successful
managers are those individuals who can adapt to the
particular demands of a single situation, and to change
styles as the situation demands.
According to Hersey and Blanchard (1982), the sit-
uational leadership theory:
is based on the amount of direction (task behav-
ior) and the amount of socio-emotional support
(relationship behavior) a leader must provide
given the situation and "the level of maturity" of
the follower or group.
Thus, Situational Leadership Theory focuses on the
appropriateness or effectiveness of leadership
styles according to the task relevant maturity of
the follower(s).This cycle can be illustrated by
a bell-shaped curve superimposed upon the four
leadership quadrants [Appendix D, page 119].
In summary, effective leaders must know their
staffs well enough to meet their ever changing
abilities and demands upon them. (pp. 1-5.)35
It should be remembered that over time followers
as individuals and as groups develop their own patterns
of behavior and ways of operating, i.e. norms, customs
and mores.While a leader may use a specific style for
the work group as a group, that leader may quite often
have to behave differently with individual followers
because they are at different levels of maturity.In
either case, whether working with a group or an indivi-
dual, changes in leadership style from S1 to S2, S3,
and S4 must be gradual!This process by its very nat-
ure cannot be revolutionary but must be evolutionary:
gradual developmental changes, a result of planned
growth and the creation of mutual trust and respect.
The management/leadership concepts described are
by no means intended to be the last word on all facets
of management and leadership.Rather, they provide ba-
sic familiarity with general theories and concepts.
When these conceptual examples are examined closely,
they suggest that each and every style may or may not
be appropriate in any given situation.They further
suggest that the actions chosen by a particular manager
in a particular situation are contingent upon the envi-
ronment of the instant.
No matter what particular managerial theory is se-
lected for study, the entire situational framework
rests upon a supervisor or a manager.The manager, at36
whatever level, and in whatever economic, competitive,
geographical, cultural or technological environment,
attempts to coordinate the efforts of peopleHe or she
works with whatever implements are currently available
to produce one or a combination of goods, services and
information/ideas most efficiently and effectively.
Whether the supervisor or manager has any knowledge of
managerial concepts and the concomitant options, he or
she will fall into an identifiable managerial style.
Management Training for Department
Chairpersons: General Developments
The literature suggests that something needs to be
done to encourage institutions of higher education to
become more efficient and effective in the use of their
resources.Hengstler, Brandenberg, Breskamp, & Smock
(1981), in their study of faculty ratings as a measure
of administrator quality, suggest that the perceived
performance of the department head plays an important
role in the faculty's perception of the department,
giving credence to the concept that feedback on per-
formance is important for the group leader.Baum
(1983) reinforced this concept by suggesting that al-
though a performance evaluation is time-consuming, it
is important in helping individual development.Wagga-37
man (1984) writes that administrator developmental pro-
grams are important, but warns that the need for parti-
cular training must be determined based upon "a thor-
ough understanding of the role of chairs and the ways
in which training may teach problem solving skills,
reduce role conflict and clarify expectations" (p. 5).
Scott (1978), writing on the development of compe-
tence in academic administration but not specifically
at the department chairperson level, suggests that
training in management, among other subjects, could
prevent the "Peter Principle," whereby individuals are
promoted to their level of incompetence, where they re-
main.Crawford (1982) believes that all too often suc-
cess occurs in spite of administrators not because of
them, reinforcing the importance of administrators'
awareness of how their management performance is per-
ceived by others:
Administrators in higher education need to have
strong skills in the communicative, human resource
planning, and self-awareness domains. (p. 2).
Successful administration in institutions of
higher learning will evolve from a blending of
management and scholarship, and academic manage-
ment will have to become a respectable component
of the higher education community. (p. 15)
Knapp (1969) reminds his readers that the process
may be referred to as management or administration and
warns that increased managerial ability is an absolute
requirement for continued success of universities and38
colleges.Klein and Posey (1986) reflect on the gener-
ic and portable nature of management abilities in their
article, "Good Supervisors Are Good Supervisors--Any-
where."Pyles (1981) emphasized the importance of de-
partment chairpersons recognizing how individual fac-
ulty member's responses differ in response to attempts
at leadership on the part of the chairperson.Ringle
and Savickas (1983) focused on the need for administra-
tors to develop planning skills because of the in-
creased need to be effective in resource allocation.
As long ago as 1969, Knapp identified colleges and
universities as "competitive enterprises," competing
with each other for scarce resources and for enhanced
prestige as a foundation for public support.He states
that:
the central question is not whether we have too
many or too few administrators, but whether those
we have manage well, whether they indeed con-
tribute to institutional survival and academic
well-being.On this score, we must admit that
both those who would have us manage less and those
who would have us manage more are at least par-
tially correct.
Larger staffs have not improved the quality
of information used in academic decision-making.
Presidents, deans, middle managers, and faculty
committees still rely as much on folklore and
anecdotal information . . .as on information de-
rived from systematic data analysis.
All available evidence indicates that, in
keeping with academic folklore, the best adminis-
trator is still thought to be the "compleat ama-
teur," an individual who comes to his post without
prior knowledge of or preparation for the tasks at
hand, and most certainly without ambition to be an
administrator.Indeed, the spirit of amateurism39
permeates the academic organization from top to
bottom. (pp. 55-57)
Not long after Knapp (1969) sent out his alert,
Richman and Farmer (1974) focused on managerial skills
needed in institutions of higher education, and in-
cluded what they called the "mid-management" of higher
education, the deans and department chairpersons.In
outlining the abilities needed for such positions, they
identified the following:
We are interested in such critical things as:ar-
ticulating goals and priorities and making them
operational and effective;effective and wise use
of power; conflict avoidance and conflict resolu-
tion; improved long-term and strategic planning as
well as improved shorter-term planning and budget-
ing; improved information and control systems; ef-
fective staffing and organizational design; effec-
tive leadership; direction; communication and hu-
man motivation; bringing about constructive change
and innovation. (p. 2)
Richman and Farmer (1974) recommended applying
business concepts in modified form, and stated that
"differences [between business management and academic
management] tends to be grossly exaggerated" (p. 17).
Roach (1976), in his outline of the functions and re-
sponsibilities of department chairpersons agreed that
the "functions" of a department chairperson consisted
of planning, organizing, staffing, directing and con-
trolling, so clearly defining managerial functions that
his article easily could be inserted into any manage-
ment text on the functions of management.However, he40
also identifies the problems which someone who has been
trained to "teach and to research" faces:
These activities (teach and research) have little
to do with departmental functions upon which he
will be evaluated by the dean and the adminis-
tration.Much of his working day will be devoted
to things he has not been trained for or aspired
to. (p. 15)
Roach (1976) also gives insight into the necessity
for the department chairperson to use a contingency
management style because the department will operate
differently at different times."A chairperson may
successfully use one leadership style at one time,
while at another time another style might be more ef-
fective" (p. 14).He makes a case for using participa-
tory management, and also discusses the problems in-
volved in transferring to a position where the chair-
person devotes the majority of his or her time dealing
with situations in which he or she has the least train-
ing.Not the least of his observations is that "not
all scholars will be effective chairpersons" (p. 14).
The problems of selecting and developing chairper-
sons has been examined in detail by Booth (1982), who
recognized that outside pressures have forced changes
on institutions of higher education.He recommended
that such institutions pay more attention to training
chairpersons since the institutions view "the chair's
responsibility as one of implementing the decisions of
the administration."Booth claims that many chairs41
view themselves as a part of the faculty and therefore
"first among equals" because "most chairs achieve their
position through election by departmental colleagues."
This means that "the power for decision making lies at
the bottom rather than the top" in academic governance.
Booth details the role ambiguity faced by chairpersons,
and the problems faced by relatively short terms in
their positions.He does not make a case for longer
terms for chairpersons, but rather endorses longer
terms in order to promote vitality.This view is well
known to be endorsed by the military organizations in
the United States, where shifts in positions occur reg-
ularly every two to three years.However, it also must
be recognized that, in the military, the individual who
completes his or her term in a particular position will
move on, and only in the rarest of cases will return to
the same unit and the same position.Department chair-
persons often will return to their faculty positions,
to wait for their turn again as achairperson.Thus,
there may be even a greater reason for the department
chairperson to receive some training in administrative
and management duties if, in fact, the particular edu-
cational administration does not wish to have profes-
sional chairpersons.
Cameron (1983) points out that administrators need
additional training beyond their discipline expertise42
because most administrators have grown to know their
jobs during an era of growth, and are unprepared to op-
erate effectively during a period of decline.Cameron
suggests that the administrator who is not reeducated
will become concerned with "doing the right things"
(effectiveness) rather than "doing things right" (effi-
ciency) and that the normal tendency under these condi-
tions is to attribute whatever successes occur to per-
sonal (internal) factors and failures to environmental
(external) factors over which they have no control.
Since the administrators have no control over the fail-
ures, there are "no proactive responses" (pp. 363-364).
Dick (1982) focuses on one facet of the need for
chairpersons to become more proficient, and that is in
faculty evaluations because the chairpersons are more
frequently "assuming critical decision-making responsi-
bility" because faculties are not expanding in many in-
stitutions and have reached the maximum number of ten-
ured faculty (p. 3).Dressel (1987) addresses the need
for leadership in the administration of institutions of
higher education, adding that "it must be a leadership
which, on one hand, provides a charismatic administra-
tion buttressed by effective management" (p. 109).
Effective management does not just happen, but must be
nurtured through training and experience.43
Skipper (1982), in examining the effectiveness of
administrators, focuses on the deanship and states that
the outstanding deans had, inter alia, "strong adminis-
trative skills that satisfy unique needs of a particu-
lar faculty and institution at a specific time " (p.
5).Certainly such skills are desirable at the depart-
ment chairperson level.
Waggaman, in his 1984 study of department chair-
persons in the State of Florida university system, rec-
ommends 12 topics for department chairperson workshops.
The list of training topics is shown in Appendix E
(page 121).A brief perusal will leave no question in
the reader's mind that these workshops are aimed at im-
proving managerial skills.Bare (1986) describes the
chairperson as being caught between two separate enti-
ties, "a dual-core model" of the administration and the
faculty, and outlines the situation:
In the top-down administrative process, work un-
certainty can be resolved only by appeal to the
higher-level manager who delegated the task and
who retains responsibility for evaluating the re-
sults.In contrast, the expert authority employed
in academic task performance resides with the fac-
ulty.In the academic core, faculty grant formal
authority upward to the chairperson.Authority
granted to the chairperson to speak for the fac-
ulty may be quickly withdrawn if the chairperson
acts imprudently.
Finally, the dual-core model suggests that
management educators and trainers emphasize situa-
tional models of leadership behavior in their cur-
ricula.Future educational leaders will need the
diagnostic techniques, the personal flexibility,
and the leadership skills to operate two types of44
organization:the mechanistic (hierarchical) and
the organic (collaborative).They also will need
the conceptual and conflict-resolution skills re-
quired to integrate the two cores into a single
smoothly functioning whole. (pp. 135, 137)
Booth (1982) advocates similar training methods by
recommending that one part of the orientation and de-
velopment programs directed at chairpersons should fo-
cus on managing resources, while another should focus
on assisting faculty and reducing conflict.His other
suggestions concern particular discipline program focus
and the graduate and grant programs.This focus, how-
ever, suggests that management, and management in the
particular academic environment, is the real focus.
The major managerial problems highlighted by Booth in-
clude:
The chair's relationships with faculty may be con-
strained by tradition and the fact that the chair
will return to faculty status at the end of his or
her term.Under these conditions it may be unrea-
sonable to expect the chair to be a dynamic admin-
istrator.
Chairs must combine academic, coordinative,
and management functions without having the means
to reward faculty for excellence in each.
The uniqueness of the university as an insti-
tution calls attention to the fragility and com-
plexity of authority relationships.The academic
model assumes that authority is based on function
or expertise, rather than on formal position.Un-
derstanding how to sort out what is functional and
what is a legitimate right of management can be
difficult indeed.The academic model asserts that
governing a college or university is intrinsically
different from managing an organization outside
academe and that academic values, including the
denigration of management, should predominate.
The basic assumption is that the temporary loss of
efficiency caused by faculty election or control45
of the selection of administrators will be more
than balanced by the use of functional rather than
hierarchical authority to make decisions. (pp.
2-6)
Booth (1982) is echoing Fiedler (1967), who ob-
serves that in spite of the fact that "the trustedand
well-liked leader obviously does not require special
rank or power to get things done . . . .It is obvi-
ously easier to be a leader when the position power is
strong than when it is weak" (pp. 115-116).Adizes
(1976) also reflects upon the situation that any non-
management employee confronts when moving into a man-
agerial position when he says the manager:
should be more than an individual producer.He
should be able to administer the people with whom
he works and see that they also produce results.
In this role he schedules, coordinates, controls,
and disciplines.He is an implementer:he sees
to it that the system works as it was designed to
work."Administration" consists mainly of imple-
mentation; "management," on the other hand, en-
tails a higher degree of discretion, as in the
setting of goals, strategic planning, and policy
making. (p. 6)
Booth (1982) examines the academic model from the
viewpoint of the administrative managerial model and
notes that the academic model poses difficulties for
administrators.He cites in evidence studies that have
maintained that the faculty's insistence on having all
matters of faculty promotion, curriculum development
and faculty appointment rest within the department re-
sults in a situation that encourages the support of in-
competence and negligence.The view that higher educa-46
tion organizations are, in fact, business firms with
many similarities to private industry is echoed by Cy-
ert (1981), who also opines that the long-held belief
by academic managers that nonprofit organizations must
be managed differently from profit-making organizations
has allowed a "seat of the pants" decision making pro-
cess to prevail in academia.In effect, he states that
attention to management science can be beneficial to
higher education.
Booth (1982) refers to the department chairperson
developmental program he designed for the Western In-
terstate Commission for Higher Education (WICHE).Cor-
respondence with WICHE indicates that such developmen-
tal programs terminated when the Danforth Foundation
funding ended in 1970 (Albright, 1987.)The Higher Ed-
ucation Management Institute (HEMI) in Coconut Grove,
Florida was commissioned by EXXON to develop management
development and training in higher education.The In-
stitute expressed belief (Higher Education Management
Institute, 1978) that its management development and
training program can:
add to individuals' knowledge and skills, increase
awareness of management processes and systems;
identify prospective managers; and institutional-
ize management development and training for orga-
nizational improvement. (p. 1)
HEMI (1978) developed an extensive three-yearpro-
gram for institutions of highereducation, with empha-47
sis on management skills (i.e., "Tasks:Managing,
Leading, Motivating, Communicating, Team Building and
Decision Making"; "Processes: Planning, Budgeting, Or-
ganizing, Marketing and Evaluating"; and "Skills: Man-
aging Time, Conducting Meetings, Analyzing Information,
Negotiating, and Career Planning) (p. 26).The report
also recommended covering such topics as research, in-
struction, and other academic activities.Attempts to
contact the coordinating center for HEMI activities to
determine the success or failure of the program were
unsuccessful.Referral, by WICHE, to John Minter Asso-
ciates in Colorado disclosed that the organization no
longer does such work (Minter, 1987).
Correspondence with the American Council on Educa-
tion (ACE) indicates that they will provide literature
concerning chairperson development, but cannot provide
models for developmental programs (Green, 1987).
Thomas Emmet (personal communication, 1987), president
of the Higher Education Executive Association stated
that there are approximately 80,000 department chair-
persons or directors in the United States with an an-
nual turnover of between 5 and 20 per cent in any given
year.Emmet designs and facilitates developmental sem-
inars for department chairpersons for the American
Council of Education.His estimate of training, con-
ducted through his organization and similar efforts in48
the Florida State system and at the Kansas State Uni-
versity Director Leadership Institute, is that approxi-
mately 10,000 chairpersons have received formal train-
ing.Emmet's overview of the history of department
chairperson training is included in Appendices F and G
(pages 122 and 126).
Plough (1979) reinforces the need to develop de-
partment chairpersons under the title of "academic
leadership development" rather than "management train-
ing."He recommends topics such as planning, manage-
ment, leadership, and internal communications.His
particular program, developed for the Rochester Insti-
tute of Technology, consists of group seminars for de-
partmental chairpersons; however, no evaluation of in-
dividual chairs is made.Plough notes that the program
has been well received, but cautions that the program
is specifically intended for the Rochester Institute of
Technology."National models are stimulating, but of-
ten cannot be generalized" (p. 3) for a particular in-
stitution.
Doerson (1980) researched professional development
and administrative training in management techniques.
He found that training in management techniques was
cited as the second most important developmental need
(i.e., preferred by 75.5 percent of the surveyed re-
spondents, in comparison to the perceived primary need49
for seed grants to initiate programs at 84.7 percent),
ranked even ahead of the perceived need for faculty
teaching seminars and learning and the evaluation pro-
cess (at 72.8 percent).At the same time, only 8.8
percent of Pennsylvania's institutes of higher educa-
tion actually had such a training programs in an opera-
tional status.
Moore (1980), in his study of evaluating academic
administrators in North Carolina, reported that 59 per-
cent of the four-year public and private colleges and
universities had no formalized evaluation process.He
recommended that "evaluations be used to increase the
efficiency of the college and to apprise the individual
of his strengths and weaknesses" (p. 27).In addition,
he cited D. P. Hoyt, of the University of Kansas, for
the development of the anonymous faculty evaluation
system (DECA) as possibly being useful for feedback,
along with an extensive 16-category, 161 question ques-
tionnaire developed by the University of Illinois at
Urbana-Champaign (pp. 133-150).
Bragg (1981) alludes to the need for evaluation
and training of department chairs.Her research was
limited to chairpersons in nine colleges at a single
university and cannot be generalized.However, her
findings reinforce the literature that suggests there50
is insufficient orientation and training for chairper-
sons.She reported that 82 percent of the department
chairpersons had received no orientation of any kind,
but were simply provided with policy manuals and told
to call if they had any questions.Additionally, eval-
uations were infrequent, if there were any at all, and
although the department chairs gave themselves a posi-
tive evaluation, they could provide no evidence that
their deans or departmental faculties concurred.Bragg
addressed role ambiguity in the chairperson role in at-
tempting to be leaders, managers, and scholars, and fo-
cused on this problem:
Academic institutions have tended to interpret
role ambiguity as freedom.Vagueness in position
description and role expectations appears benefi-
cial; it appears to permit individuals the lati-
tude to develop their special skills and talents.
This research, however, suggests that there may be
a point at which ambiguity becomes counterproduc-
tive and wasteful of talent, a loss both to the
individual and to the institution. (pp. 16-17)
Although there is considerable evidence of the
drawbacks of academic administrator role ambiguity ,
Fisher (1977) suggests that support for a leader is en-
hanced when that leader is perceived as an expert.He
also does not downgrade the power of the position it-
self:
Once power is legitimized, it no longer depends
purely on force of logic or strength for it can
stand alone, unless it is abused.In colleges and
universities, norms and expectations develop that51
make the exercise of power expected and accepted
(regardless of what some may say).Rather than
being a contest of contesting positions, power is
made legitimate (department chairs, deans, presi-
dents, etc.) and the corporation can function ef-
ficiently and even make progress. (p. 52)
Fisher (1977), from his experience as a college
president, specifically recognizes the value of posi-
tion power in the academic environment "unless it is
abused."The possible abuses are not enumerated, but
it is logical to conclude that abuse at the chairperson
level has the possibility of running the gamut of ac-
tivity from attempting to over-manage to the opposite
possible abuse of avoiding taking action at all.The
chairperson will be unaware of the impact of his or her
actions unless there is some effective method of feed-
ing back the perceptions of those with whom the chair-
person deals as chair.
Orientation of the prospective chairperson and
continuing education of the incumbent chairperson con-
cerning his or her duties is not an unusual goal.
Recognition that management is a part of a chairper-
son's work is found throughout the literature.Roach
(1976) estimated that 80 percent of all administrative
decisions are made at the department level.However,
he showed concern that the chairperson rarely receives
more than the most fragmentary information on what is
expected.He outlines the importance of the chairper-
son:52
Today the academic department is the key to the
successful achievement of the school's primary
mission.The chairperson functions as chief aca-
demic planner and resource allocator.
But who instructs him?How does he learn to be-
come a "good" department chairperson? (p. 13)
Olswang and Cohen (1979) conclude that the lack of
training of administrators increased the frustrations
of these administrator and reduced their effectiveness.
They agreed with Roach that since 80 per cent of uni-
versity decisions are made at the department level,
there should be an attempt by institutions of higher
education to develop professional skills at this level:
It should no longer be expected that such skills
are inherently present simply because of their
previous observational positions as members of the
faculty. (p. 16)
In stark contrast to university management train-
ing, at the level of secondary education management
matters are recognized as one of the major areas of
concern.The State of Oregon, through the Teacher
Standards and Practices Commission (TSPC), requires
that secondary school principals complete 45 quarter-
hours of graduate preparation for a basic certificate
(Oregon Administrative Rules, 1985).Among the re-
quired subjects are management, human relations, commu-
nications planning and budgeting (see Appendix H, page
130).Although university chairpersons must accomplish
managerial tasks and deal with individuals and groups,53
definitive requirements for demonstrated abilities in
these areas appear to be non-existent.
The explanation of why training in managerial sub-
jects is mandated at one level of academic management
and virtually ignored at another is not known.This is
in direct contrast to the British system, where chair-
persons must move through a system of ever increasing
administrative duties as they progress up the academic
teaching ladder, and the department chair position is
open to competition through advertisement.As an exam-
ple, the department chairperson for the Accountancy De-
partment at Leeds Polytechnic (Leeds, Great Britain)
was filled after extensive review of vitas, background
investigations and interviews, with emphasis on having
a history of successful administrative experience.The
person appointed was an applicant from Hong Kong
(Booth, personal communication, 1988).
Atkinson (1957), in his studies of risk-taking be-
havior clearly outlines the benefits of success as a
motivator toward encouraging the individual to step
forward to face yet another challenge.He uses the in-
verted "U" to show that the strength of motivation to
attempt a task is highest when the probability of suc-
cess is approximately 50 per cent.He also points out
that in some individuals there may be just as strong a
motive to avoid failure as there is to be successful.54
The ramifications of his studies reflect on the possi-
bilities of improving the performance of chairpersons
in their managerial role by institutions providing ori-
entation, training and feedback to these chairs in or-
der to promote a climate which encourages risk-taking.
The research on "Sources of Stress in Academe" by
Gmelch, Wilke and Lovrich (1983) dovetails with the mo-
tivational aspects of Atkinson's work in that success
has to be perceived as possible approximately at the 50
percent level in order to motivate.They concluded
that:
Five of the ten most often identified stressors
relate directly to time and/or resource con-
straints.
Knowledge of the specific pedagogical and
professional situations which are stress-producing
for faculty can assist university administrators
in creating a more desirable working climate, fa-
cilitative of both productivity and greater fac-
ulty satisfaction.Identification of the sources
of faculty stress can be utilized in . . .impor-
tant ways:first, through institutional actions
such as adjustments in structure, policies, admin-
istrative assignments, and managerial behaviors to
provide a less stressful atmosphere. (p. 16)
This study also notes that "periodic assessment and
goal-setting meetings between individual faculty and
the department chair, would permit the channeling of a
faculty member's time and attention into a manageable,
mutually agreed-upon and understood task area" (p. 13).
In addition to questionnaire and interview-type of
assessments, used in an attempt to determine the effec-55
tiveness and efficiency on the job by using one's self-
perceptions and the perceptions of others, there is an-
other tool available for use after the above-mentioned
evaluations have been made and the results tabulated.
This is the "Academic Grid," developed by Blake, Mou-
ton, and Williams (1981) for use in the academic arena.
It is a direct adaptation of their well-known "Manager-
ial Grid" (Blake and Mouton, 1978), used in determining
managerial styles in private industry.Academic mana-
gers or administrators would be able to plot the re-
sults of their questionnaires and interviews on the
Academic Grid and then would be able to determine the
direction of style change, should that be desired.The
possibilities are stated by James (1985):
The helpful and useful exercises proposed by these
authors reveal and address operational suggestions
(team management) that are quite helpful and use-
ful to someone choosing to change or improve his
style of management.The why one should be both
people and production oriented is that both man-
agement and production can thereby improve. (pp.
63-65)
An example of the Academic Grid is provided in Appendix
I, page 133.
Singleton (1981) emphasizes the need for flexibil-
ity in academic leaders.He mentions the similarities
of style between leadership in any organization and
particularly espouses a contingency managerial style:
A university must . . .be more than just a com-
munity; in particular it must be a centre of ex-
cellence, the quality and the integrity of what is56
done must be beyond question.These matters are
very much a function of leadership and there are
many kinds of leader and styles of leadership.
The university dean or head of department, like
the leader in any other field, tends to change his
characteristics to suit the context and to employ
a combination of styles, partly rationally but
mainly intuitively.
As centres of intellectual activity, univer-
sities invariably over-estimate the rationality of
human behavior.In this sense they are naive in
their attitudes and in their structures.They
have closed their collective mind to the concepts
and ideas developed for at least a century which
emphasize the irrationality of human behavior,
particularly human interactions.
A wider understanding of these ideas would
reduce expectations of university decision-making
to a more realistic and accurate level. (pp. 72-
73)
Singleton (1981) addresses the future, and implies
the need to study and be capable in management areas
when he says that:
the experience of current academics is limited al-
most entirely to the expansion phase;the new
skills and new organizational structures which
will inevitably emerge in the next phase or either
expansion or stable size have yet to appear. (p.
68)
Summary
Whether addressing the past or the present, from
either (or both) the perception of the mid-1980s or as
futurists, there is a huge body of literature which
concurs on the necessity of achievement ofprofessional
managerial skills at the department chairperson level.
Development grants have been provided in order to pro-57
mote research into programs to achieve this end.The
question remains:Why is there not an active program
in each institution of higher education?Perhaps Sin-
gleton (1981) provided at least a partial answer when
he addressed group beliefs.Or perhaps the answer is
better provided by Lorsch and Mathias (1987), who re-
cently addressed the problems of professionals who find
themselves managing:
Most professionals build their identities around
their work.They chose their careers because they
found the work exciting and challenging, not be-
cause they wanted to be managers.
Professionals like their work in part because
they get rapid and measurable results.Managers,
however, achieve results gradually, often over
months and years.Further, successful producers
often work alone or with a small team of associ-
ates.They have the autonomy to pursue any direc-
tion that seems to make business sense.Managers,
on the other hand, deal with a more complicated
web of relationships--with superiors, peers, and
subordinates--and they all need continual atten-
tion.( pp. 79-80)
Although Lorsch and Mathias (1987) did not focus upon
the needs of academic managers, their observations and
reasoning provide the means to identify why the change
from faculty member to department chairperson can be
such a traumatic experience, as well as why department
chairpersons, like all other managers, need to be
trained for their posts.58
III. RESEARCH METHODOLOGY
Design of the Study
This study was designed to ascertain the practi-
cality of utilizing a management style perception sur-
vey developed for private industry in a post-secondary
education environment.The survey might have the pos-
sibility of being used in managerial self-development
programs for department chairpersons.The procedures
utilized were:
1)Review of the literature and survey-type in-
struments.
2)Selection of the instrument.
3)Design of the study.
4)Collection and presentation of the data.
5)Analysis and interpretation of the data.
Data Collection Instrument
The research instrument was a survey-type ques-
tionnaire which had been developed to measure manage-
rial styles of managers from self-perception, the per-
ception of the manager's superior, his or her employ-59
ees, and his or her peers.This instrument was de-
signed to be used as the assessment tool in a develop-
ment program for managers.Olswang and Cohen (1979)
had determined that a major challenge for programs ad-
dressing department chairperson training was the need
to isolate areas in which such training should be fo-
cused.The survey instrument which was selected was
the Wilson Multi-Level Survey of Management Practices
(SMP), developed by Dr. Clark L. Wilson (1985).The
SMP consists of 100 questions, measuring 15 dimensions
or categories of management style and is included in
Appendix J (page 134).The survey was selected because
it focused on 15 general categories of managerial style
and was designed to cross-check answers by having mul-
tiple questions address each category.The particular
managerial style category and the questions relating to
that style are outlined below.The Booth Company, a
management consulting firm in Boulder, Colorado, sup-
plied the instrument.
The Booth Company has used this instrument during
the past 15 years and has compiled its data base from
surveying more than 325,000 managers, their superiors,
their peers, and their employees.The data gathered
through application of the instrument has allowed the
Booth Company to establish a statistical norm.This
norm allows organizations to compare the assessment of60
individual managers with the norm.Since there are 15
categories, each manager can be compared to the norm in
each category.This allows the manager to identify
specific areas in which there has been a perception of
strength or a need for strengthening.The data ex-
tracted from the survey can be graphed.This allows
rapid visualization of how the self-inputs and those
from superiors and subordinates compare.
Norms are updated after each survey is processed,
and the results are examined periodically to insure va-
lidity and reliability.
The Clark-Wilson surveys were put through factor
analyses at the item level to confirm that the
questions that were supposed to measure an at-
tribute did so in fact.If they did not meet set
standards they were replaced or modified until the
standards were met.Factor analyses were repeated
with samples of managers, superiors, subordinates,
and peers.In all, over 20 such analyses have
been done. (Wilson, 1985, pg C-3)
Reliability levels for each of the 15 categories
measured ranged from a high of .96 for Reinforcing Per-
formance to a low of .82 for Control of Details
(Wilson, 1985)A brief explanation of each dimension,
within the Clark-Wilson format, "Your Management Survey
Feedback," is included in Appendix K (page 138).The
survey has never been used to measure management styles
in an academic environment (Booth, 1988).Survey ques-
tions relate to the specific dimensions as follows:61
Dimension Related Questions
A.Clarification of Goals 23, 35,43,60,69,
and Objectives (CLR) 75, 82
B.Encouragement of Upward 1, 11,20,27,42,
Communication and
Participation (UPW)
52, 66,84
C.Orderly Work Planning 2, 15,24,41,49,
(PLN) 83, 92
D.Expertise (XPT) 18, 33,46,68,78,
85, 99
E.Work Facilitation (FAC) 3, 29,48,63,86,
98
F.Feedback (FED) 4, 21,28,50,65,
81, 91,100
G.Time Emphasis (TIM) 7, 22,34,56,76,
89
H. Control of Details (DET)12, 54,67,74,93
I. Goal Pressure (PRS) 6, 26,40,51,77,
94
J.Delegation (DEL) 9, 25,44,55,71,
95
K.Recognizing and Rein- 16, 32,45,70,80,
forcing Performance (REC)87, 97
L.Approachability (APP) 17, 37,59,88,96
M.Teambuilding (TEM) 13, 30,36,39,62,
7262
N.Interest in Subor- 8, 14,38,53,61,
dinate's Growth (GRO) 73, 90
O.Building Trust (TRS) 5,10,19,31,47,
57, 64,79
Each question was assigned a possible score of "0"
through "7" on the Likert scale of response selection.
The scoring was transferred to a percentage score in
order to compare the "raw score" of the participant
with the industry norm and standard deviation.This
information was used to graph the results, as shown in
Chapter IV and Appendix R (page 147).Raw scores of
the participants were also compared with the industry
"norms" in order to ascertain the centile ranking in
each dimension or category.The centile ranking also
was graphed and presented in Chapter IV and Appendix R
(page 147).
Population
The population for this study consisted of depart-
ment chairpersons, their peers, their subordinates, and
their deans at Oregon State University, Corvallis, Ore-
gon.This is a land-grant institution .
Oregon State University has 82 designated chair-
persons.These are distributed among the colleges of
the university as follows:Home Economics (7); Educa-63
tion (5); Health and Physical Education (3); Forestry
(5); Business (5); Science (14); Liberal Arts (15); En-
gineering (8); Agricultural Science (20).Oceanogra-
phy, Pharmacy, and Veterinary Science have no depart-
ment chairpersons.The department chairpersons repre-
senting the ROTC have an honorary title and are not a
part of the tenure-track faculty or permanent adminis-
tration.They were not included in the survey.
The 82 department chairpersons were formed into a
pool, by college, and each was assigned a number.Mem-
bers of the pool of department chairpersons were se-
lected to take part in the survey by random number.
This insured that each college was represented.
Possible sampling bias was avoided by giving each
department chairperson an equal opportunity to partici-
pate.Avoidance of a possible "halo" effect of an in-
cumbent new to the position was effected by selecting
chairpersons who had been in their position for at
least one year.This allowed each chair to pass
through at least one complete performance appraisal and
tenure evaluation recommendation cycle on the faculty
within their departments.Fourteen chairpersons were
eliminated from selection in this manner.Three addi-
tional chairpersons were eliminated from selection be-
cause they were members of the committee for this dis-
sertation.In order to obtain a selection of percep-64
tions across the university, three department chairper-
sons were randomly selected from each college, except
in the case of Health and Physical Education where, be-
cause of the limitations imposed in time in position,
only two department chairpersons were available for se-
lection.
Because this instrument was designed to indicate
management skills as they are, it was not intended for
use as a tool to predict future performance.Neither
was it intended to be used as a part of the selection
process of candidates for vacant positions.The in-
strument was designed to focus on present performance
so that the subject of the survey could use the infor-
mation for self-improvement.No demographic data were
included on any department chair or any other partici-
pant.This insured the absolute confidentiality of the
survey participants.Peers were randomly selected from
the colleges of the selected department chairpersons.
Faculty were randomly selected from those full-time
faculty currently within the particular department.A
minimum of three faculty were required from each de-
partment participating in the survey in order to avoid
the possibility of input being cancelled by opposing
perceptions should only two faculty members respond.65
Population Tabulation
In order to determine how the perceptions of man-
agement style in the academic community would compare
with the perceptions of management style in private in-
dustry, a random sample was required.This sample of
department chair (26) and faculty (165) participants
was randomly selected from each college within the Uni-
versity.The deans (9), however, could not be selected
randomly.The participation rate of the sample is
shown in Table 3-1 and Table 3-2 presents the number of
returns actually processed.A difference in dean num-
bers between Tables 3-1 and 3-2 occurs because some
deans completed reviews on more than one department
chairperson.
Table 3-1.Sample participation rate.*
Source
Number Number Percent
ContactedParticipated Returned
Dean 9 9 100
Dept. Chair 26 24 92
Faculty 167 99 59
*All deans and all 26 department chairs volunteered to
participate.66
Table 3-2.Sample usable rate.*
Source
Number of Number of
InstrumentsInstruments
Returned Used Percent
Dean 26 24 92.0
Dept. Chair 24 21 87.5
Faculty 99 89 90.0
*All deans and all 26 department chairs volunteered to
participate.
The non-usable instruments were faculty and de-
partment chair questionnaires.Several of these in-
struments were returned incomplete and others were not
used because there were insufficient responses from
faculty in a particular department (fewer than three
faculty returns in each case).
Data Collection
The Wilson Multi-Level Survey of Management Prac-
tices instrument was used by all persons participating
in the survey.The instrument was circulated, along
with an abstract explaining the research, to each indi-
vidual selected for the survey.Approval for research
dealing with human subjects was obtained from the Human
Subjects Committee (Appendix L, page 139).The survey
was then explained, in person, toeach college dean'and
verbal approval was in each case obtained to proceed67
with the research within each particular college.Each
department chairperson was contacted in person as well
as given a written explanation of the research.Copies
of the original correspondence with the deans and
follow-up correspondence are found in Appendices M
through P, pages 141, 142, 144, and 145.The same let-
ters were sent to each participant, with appropriate
titles.A copy of the confidentiality statement given
to each prospective participant is found in Appendix 0,
page 146.
Method of Data Analysis
The data to be analyzed came from a seven point
Likert-type scale.Thus, the data were treated as an
interval scale.A series of two-tailed "t-tests" were
used to test the components of the null hypotheses.
(In order to discover whether there might be signifi-
cant differences in perceptions in discrete portions of
the survey, each of the 15 survey categories were
tested independently.)
1)Each of the 15 categories surveyed for depart-
ment chairpersons' self-perceptions were com-
pared with survey results compiled on private
industry managers' self-perceptions.68
2)Each of the 15 categories surveyed for the
Deans' perceptions of department chairpersons
were compared with survey results of private
industry managers' superiors.
3)Each of the 15 categories surveyed for faculty
perceptions of department chairpersons were
compared to survey results of private industry
managers' employees.
In addition, two-tailed "t-tests" were used to
compare the following surveys for significant "in-
house" differences at Oregon State University:
1)Each of the 15 categories surveyed for the de-
partment chairs self-perceptions compared with
the survey results of the faculty.
2)Each of the 15 categories surveyed for the de-
partment chairs self-perceptions compared with
the survey results of the Deans.
3)Each of the 15 categories surveyed for the
Deans' perceptions compared with the survey
results of the faculty.
Bonferoni intervals were used to perform the post-
hoc tests.For example, a total of 45 "t-tests" com-
pared the department chairperson results with the re-
sults from private industry.A -level of .05/50 = .001
was used for the individual tests so that the combined69
overall -level did not exceed .05.The in-house dif-
ferences were tested in a similar manner.
Hypotheses
The following hypotheses were examined from the
survey results:
Hol: There are no significant differences between
the mean self, peer, superior or subordinate
ratings of department chairpersons at Oregon
State University in the 15 specific survey
categories:
H01 = HA = HB = Ho = HD
H02: There are no significant differences between
the mean ratings for business and industry
managers, whether by self, peer, superior or
subordinate, in the 15 specific survey cate-
gories and the mean ratings for department
chairpersons at Oregon State University in
these same 15 categories:
Ho = HA = HB = Ho = HD
Summary
The purpose of the study was to compare the re-
sults of perceptions of management styles of private70
industry managers with perceptions of management styles
of department chairpersons at Oregon State University.
A 100 question survey, divided into 15 discrete cate-
gories and developed for private industry use by The
Booth Company, Boulder, Colorado, was used.The valid-
ity and reliability of the survey instrument has been
established through its extensive use and continual up-
dating.By mid-1988 the survey had been used as a
needs analysis for individual manager training in over
325,000 cases throughout private industry in the United
States.
The hypotheses were tested using two-tailed
"t-tests" to discover if significant differences
existed in any of the 15 survey categories at Oregon
State University as compared with private industry re-
sponses and within the "in-house" responses at Oregon
State University.71
IV.PRESENTATION OF THE FINDINGS
The purpose of this study was to determine how the
perceptions of management style in the academic commu-
nity would compare with the perceptions of management
style in private industry.Analysis of the data for
this study is presented in three sections.The first
two each address a single null hypothesis:H01 or H02.
The third section include the raw and percentile scores
plotted to present a graphic comparison of the study
findings.
In order to pursue the objectives of this study,
an instrument designed to measure perceptions of man-
agerial style was administered.The 100 question in-
strument utilized in this study, with questions grouped
in 15 categories, is included in Appendix K (page 138.
Each participant had the opportunity to choose answers
from a Likert-type scale with eight selection options.
The eighth choice, indicating no response, was used
once (in 2,400 opportunities) by the deans, four times
(in 2,100 opportunities) by the department chairs, and
15 times (in 8,900 opportunities) by the faculty.
These 20 responses were not utilized in the statistical
analyses.A two-tailed t-test for significance was72
used at the .001 level for each of the 15 categories.
When the computed value in any category was found to be
greater than the tabular value, the hypothesis was re-
jected.Where statistically significant differences
were found to exist, the specific source of the varia-
tion as identified in the graphic plots was presented
and discussed.
Findings Relative to the Hypothesis H01
Hypothesis One
H01 :There are no significant differences be-
tween the mean self, peer, superior or sub-
ordinate ratings of department chairpersons
at Oregon State University in the 15 spe-
cific survey categories; or
H01 = HA = HB = Ho = HD.
An analysis was completed within the Oregon State
University response groups.The department chair re-
sponses were compared with those of the deans and the
faculty; the dean responses were compared with those of
the faculty.(The peer ratings were not usable.There
were insufficient numbers of department chairpersons
(two) willing to assess their peers, therefore a sta-
tistical analysis was not possible.)
The formula used in all categories was:to-
N/SD1/N1 + SD2/N2
wheret() = t(degrees of freedom (combined X1 = X2)),
X1 = department chair/dean/faculty mean, depen-
dent upon which group is being examined,
X2 = department chair/dean/faculty mean, depen-
dent upon which group is being examined,
SD1 = standard deviation of X1 group,
SD2 = standard deviation of X2 group,
N1 = number of surveys processed in X1 group,
and
N2 = number of surveys processed in X2 group.
Example:Department chair/dean, Clarification of Goals
(CLR):
X2
73
t(43) =
65 58
1/181/21 + 121/24
= 1,512 .
The computed value, tabular value, and hypothesis
decisions are shown on Table 4-1.The null hypothesis
was rejected.
Discussion
Department Chair and Dean
Significant differences between the responses of
the department chairs and the deans were found in three
categories:Upward Communication and ParticipationTable 4-1. Significancetesting results withinOregon State University.
Dept. Chair/Dean
t43
t108
Dept. Chair/Faculty Dean/Faculty
till
ComputedTabularHypothesis ComputedTabularHypothesis ComputedTabularHypothesis Category Value Value DecisionCategoryValue Value DecisionCategoryValue Value Decision
CLR 1.512 3.546 Retained CLR 1.568 3.390 Retained CLR 0.000 3.380 Retained
UPW 4.450 3.546 Rejected UPW 3.944 3.390 Rejected UPW -1.124 3.380 Retained
PLN .065 3.546 Retained PLN 1.329 3.390 Retained PLN 1.035 3.380 Retained
XPT .383 3.546 Retained XPT .744 3.390 Retained 'PT .229 3.380 Retained
FAC 1.468 3.546 Retained FAC 2.700 3.390 Retained FAC 1.736 3.380 Retained
FED .938 3.546 Retained FED 1.617 3.390 Retained FED .910 3.380 Retained
-..
TIM 1.188 3.546 Retained TIM 1.899 3.390 Retained TIM 0.000 3.380 Retained
DET -1.508 3.546 Retained DET .923 3.390 Retained DET .741:, 3.380 Retained
PRS -2.760 3.546 Retained PRS -1.282 3.390 Retained PRS 2.071 3.380 Retained
DEL 3.340 3.546 Retained DEL 1.111 3.390 Retained DEL -2.752 3.380 Retained
REC 2.770 3.546 Retained REC 3.643 3.390 Rejected REC .520 3.380 Retained
APP 3.660 3.546 Rejected APP 1.803 3.390 Retained APP -2.207 3.380 Retained
TEM 2.500 3.546 Retained TEM 4.160 3.390 Rejected TEM .671 3.380 Retained
GRO 3.970 3.546 Rejected GRO 5.311 3.390 Rejected GRO .767 3.380 Retained
IRS 1.680 3.546 Retained TRS 3.268 3.390 Rejected TRS 1.299 3.380 Retained75
(UPW), Approachability (APP), and Interest in Subordi-
nate Growth (GRO).
For UPW, on the Raw Score plot (Figures 4-1, 4-2,
and 4-3), the deans' composite score was 65 (percentile
62), while the department chairs' composite score was
81 (percentile 69); for APP, on the Raw Score plot, the
deans' composite score was 64 (percentile 42), while
the department chairs' composite score was 81 (percent-
ile 62); and for GRO, on the Raw Score plot, the deans'
composite score was 66 (percentile 54), while the de-
partment chairs' composite score was 82 (percentile
66).The remaining 12 categories of managerial style
showed no significant differences.
Thus, in three important areas, Upward Communi-
cation, Approachability, and Concern for Supporting
Subordinate Growth, a significant different in percep-
tion between the department chairs and their supervi-
sors, the deans, existed.
Department Chair and Faculty
Significant differences were also identified be-
tween the responses of the department chairs and their
faculty in four categories:Upward Communication and
Participation (UPW), Recognition and Reinforcing Per-
formance (REC), Teambuilding (TEM), and Interest in
Subordinate Growth (GRO).Again, as in the previous9
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comparison between the perception of the deans and the
chairs, the department chairs reported higher effec-
tiveness scores in the four categories than their fac-
ulties.
For UPW, on the Raw Score plot (Figure 4.2), the
department chairs composite score was 81 (percentile
69), while the faculty composite score was 69 (per-
centile 69); for REC, on the Raw Score plot, the de-
partment chairs' composite score was 80 (percentile
66), while the faculty composite score was 66 (percent-
ile 58); for TEM, on the Raw Score plot, the department
chairs' composite score was 75 (percentile 42), while
the faculty composite score was 60 (percentile 46); and
for GRO, on the Raw Score plot, the department chairs'
composite score was 82 (percentile 66), while the fac-
ulty composite score was 63 (percentile 54).The re-
maining 11 categories of managerial style showed no
significant differences.
Dean and Faculty
There were no significant differences between the
responses of the deans and those of the faculty in any
of the 15 categories assessed.Generally, there was
agreement between the deans and the faculty relative to
the overall effectiveness of the chairs.80
Findings Relative to Hypothesis H02:
Hypothesis Two
H02 :There are no significant differences be-
tween the mean ratings for business and in-
dustry managers, whether by self, peer, su-
perior or subordinate in the 15 specific
survey categories and the mean ratings for
department chairpersons at Oregon State Uni-
versity in these same 15 categories; or
H02 = HA = HB =H0 = HD.
An analysis was completed between the Oregon State
University response groups and the private industry re-
sponse groups; department chair responses with industry
responses; dean responses with private industry super-
visory responses; and faculty responses with private
industry subordinate responses.(Again, a reluctance
to complete the peer evaluation response eliminated
that category from analysis.)
The formula used in all categories was:
.71 72 to-
SDNWT
wheret( ) = t(degrees of freedom),
X1 = department chair/dean/faculty mean, depen-
dent upon which group is being examined,81
X2 = industry mean for manager
(self)/supervisor/subordinate, dependent
upon which group is being examined,
SDI = standard deviation, and
N1 = number of surveys processed in each cate-
gory.
Example:Category, department chair, Clarification of
Goals (CLR):
65 58
t(43) - = 1.27 .
18/1/2T
The computed value, tabular value, and hypothesis
decision are shown on Table 4-2.
Discussion
Department Chair Composite Response
Significant differences between the responses of
the department chairs and the mean ratings for the pri-
vate industry managers were found in the following two
categories:Goal Pressure (PRS) was significantly low-
er than private industry norm, while Delegation (DEL)
was significantly higher.
For PRS, on the Raw Score plot, the department
chairs' composite score was 22 (percentile 18), while
the industry norm was 36 (50 percentile).For DEL, on
the Raw Score plot, the department chairs' composite
score was 73 (percentile 81), while the industry normTable 4-2. Significance testing results: OregonState University vs. pri-
vate industry.
Dept. Chair
t20
Dean
t23
Faculty
t88
ComputedTabularHypothesis ComputedTabularHypothesis ComputedTabularHypothesis
Category Value Value DecisionCategoryValue Value DecisionCategoryValue Value Decision
CLR -1.27 3.850 Retained CLR -0.82 3.767 Retained CLR 0 3.291 Retained
UPW 2.75 3.850 Retained UPW 1.40 3.767 Retained UPW 4.72 3.291 Rejected
PLN .51 3.850 Retained PLN .93 3.767 Retained PLN 3.59 3.291 Rejected
XPT -0.57 3.850 Retained XPT .77 3.767 Retained XPT 1.49 3.291 Retained
FAC -1.53 3.850 Retained FAC -0.82 3.767 Retained FAC -0.41 3.291 Retained
FED -0.92 3.850 Retained FID .- .33 3.767 Retained FED 1.29 3.291 Retained
A. A
TIM -2.44 3.850 Retained TIM -0.41 3.767 Retained TIM -4.13 3.291 Rejected
DET -3.17 3.850 Retained DET -0.27 3.767 Retained DET -3.77 3.291 Rejected
PRS -5.35 3.850 Rejected PRS -0.58 3.767 Retained PRS -4.13 3.291 Rejected
DEL 5.04 3.850 Rejected DEL 1.40 3.767 Retained DEL 1.89 3.291 Retained
REC 1.63 3.850 Retained REC 1.31 3.767 Retained REC 2.14 3.291 Retained
APP 1.41 3.850 Retained APP -0.54 3.767 Retained APP 3.77 3.291 Rejected
TEM -0.71 3.850 Retained TEM -1.03 3.767 Retained TEH -0.90 3.291 Retained
GRO 1.91 3.850 Retained GRO .33 3.767 Retained GRO 1.23 3.291 Retained
IRS .71 3.850 Retained TRS 2.29 3.767 Retained TRS 3.00 3.291 Retained83
was 62 (percentile 50).The remaining 13 categories of
managerial style showed no significant differences.
Deans Composite Response
There were no significant differences between the
responses of the deans and those of private industry
superiors in any of the 15 categories assessed.
Faculty Composite Response
Significant differences in six categories were
found when the faculty responses were compared with the
private industry norm:Upward Communication and Parti-
cipation (UPW), Orderly Work Planning (PLN), and Appre-
ciation (APP) were significantly higher than the pri-
vate industry norm.Time Emphasis (TIM), Control of
Details (DET), and Goal Pressure (PRS) were signifi-
cantly lower than the private industry norm.
For UPW, on the Raw Score plot, the faculty com-
posite score was 69 (percentile 69), while the industry
norm was 59 (percentile 50); for PLN, on the Raw Score
plot, the faculty composite score was 57 (percentile
66), while the industry norm was 49 (percentile 50);
for TIM, on the Raw Score plot, the faculty composite
score was 56 (percentile 34), while the industry norm
was 63 (percentile 50).For DET, on the Raw Score
plot, the faculty composite score was 34 (percentile
38), while the industry norm was 63 (percentile 50);84
for APP, on the Raw Score plot, the faculty composite
was 74 (percentile 66), while the industry norm was 64
(percentile 50); and for PRS, on the Raw Score plot,
the faculty composite was 26 (percentile 34), while the
industry norm was 33 (percentile 50).The remaining 9
categories of managerial style showed no significant
differences.
It is interesting to note that department chairs
are rated highly in people-oriented categories (UPW,
PLN, APP) and much lower in task completion categories
(TIM, PRS, DET) than their private industry counter-
parts.This is probably at least partially explained
by the collegial setting in which the chairs operate
and by the independent nature of the work of the uni-
versity faculty members.
Graphic Data Display
Tabulation of the data from responses to the ques-
tionnaire is included in Appendix S, page 150.The raw
data scores were converted into percentage scores and
were plotted on the raw data graph for each department
chair.Immediately following each raw data plot graph
is a second graph for individual departmental chairper-
sons.This graph presents the data converted to a per-
centile score for each category.The percentile was85
determined by comparing the raw data score with the
composite industry norm.The graphs are sequenced by
the code progression of lA for the first department
chairperson, 2B for the second, 3C for the third, etc.
The composite results of the Oregon State Univer-
sity survey and the industry compbsite results are
shown on Figures 4-1, 4-2, and 4-3.Those categories
which were significantly different, both within Oregon
State University and between Oregon State University
and the industry norm, were addressed in the discussion
portions following each of the hypotheses.The raw
data industry composite is shown in Figure 4-1. The raw
data scores of all department chairpersons were graphed
on the Raw Score plot, as shown in Figure 4-2.This
graph shows the composite of department chairperson
scores in each of the 15 categories.Figure 4-3 shows
the comparison of the composite raw scores of the de-
partment chairpersons with the industry norm when con-
verted into centile scores.The industry norm is the
50th percentile.Any categories with scores falling
into the 40 to 60 percentile range are considered to be
satisfactory.Categories with scores falling below the
40th centile are considered to show a "soft" area in
need of strengthening.Categories with scores placing
above the 60th centile are considered to be "strong"
and represent a perceived superior skill (Booth, 1985).86
The numerical tabulations for Figures 4-1 through 4-3
are found in Appendix U, page 229.
Figure 4-1, the industrial norm raw score, depicts
scores as a percentage of 100, and presents the results
of more than 325,000 tests given by the Booth company
in the private business sector.With the exception of
section "V" (Interpersonal Relations), the industrial
norm raw score shows the private industry perceptions
by the self, employees, and superiors to be above 50
percent, as a percentage of the maximum score of 100
percent.Section "V" shows a lower percentage in the
category of Control of Details and Goal Pressure.
Figure 4-2, shows the composite Oregon State Uni-
versity raw score results.These results depict a gen-
eral similarity to those in private industry, except
that Control of Details and Goal Pressure both receive
a lower raw score.
Figure 4-3 shows the composite Oregon State Uni-
versity centile score as graphed against the industry
centile norm of 50 percent.Examination of this graph
shows that the differences that were indicated on the
raw score graph become more pronounced when plotted
against the industry norm.For instance, the composite
Oregon State University chairperson self-evaluation was
lower than the industry norm in category I (Clarifica-
tion of Goals and Objectives), higher in category IIB87
(Upward Communications and Participation), within the
norm in categories IIC and D, lower in category III
(Work Facilitation), within the norm in category IV
(Feedback), expressive of a wide diversity within cate-
gory V (Time Emphasis, Control of Details, Goal Pres-
sure, and Delegation), above the norm in category VI
(Recognizing and Reinforcing Performance), and within
the norm in two cases and above the norm in two cases
in Interpersonal Relations.The composite ratings of
the faculty and the deans followed the same general
path, but depicted overall higher perceptions.
This study did not examine any factors that would
provide a clear and defensible explanation of the
sources of this variation.However, the significant
differences in the work setting and specific training
for the middle management position are likely sources
for investigation.
Summary
The major finding of the survey was that within
the composite ratings of the department chair self-
evaluations, only 2 of 15 categories showed significant
differences of perception in comparison to those of
private industry.Department chairs perceived them-
selves as applying less Goal Pressure and much more88
Delegation.This may indicate that the collegial na-
ture of management within the academic community condi-
tions academic managers to apply less Goal Pressure and
grant more Delegation authority.This may also indi-
cate the reality of managerial survival within the var-
ious academic departments, since each faculty member is
hired for a particular expertise which differs from
that of the department chairperson.This may also be
an indication that the often rotating incumbency of the
department chair, occupied by individuals possessing
significantly different degrees of background training
and expertise, encourages such a response.In private
industry, individuals traditionally work together to-
ward the same basic ends of production.Further, the
mid-level manager position in the industrial setting
has typically been targeted as a permanent promotional
opportunity.Basic management training is requisite to
attain and continue in these positions.This may be a
reflection of a primary difference between the private
industry and the academic environment.
There were no significant differences between the
deans and private industry managers.The faculty indi-
cated that they perceived their capacity for Upward
Communication and Participation, Orderly Work Planning,
and Appreciation as significantly higher than that of
their private industry counterparts.Significantly89
lower responses were indicated in Time Emphasis, Con-
trol of Details, and Goal Pressure, in comparison to
their private industry counterparts.
These findings do not reject the concept of man-
agement as an integral part of the responsibilities of
department chairperson. Rather, they appear to rein-
force management concepts as outlined in "Situational
Leadership" (Hersey & Blanchard, 1982) (Appendix D,
page 119), and seem to project a profile of university-
based middle managers as utilizing a high relationship-
low task leadership style (S3) as their primary ap-
proach to their role.Hersey and Blanchard would sup-
port this approach, given the analysis that the readi-
ness or maturity levels of the staff led by the de-
partment chairs would undoubtedly be at a much higher
level, more consistently, than the maturity levels of
industrially based employees.90
V. SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS
Summary
The major purpose of this study was to compare and
contrast the perceptions of the managerial styles of
department chairpersons in the academic environment
with the perceived managerial styles of private indus-
try managers.The study was conducted at Oregon State
University, a land grant institution.Although no at-
tempt was made to generalize the findings which have
resulted from research at Oregon State University to
other post-secondary institutions, the findings may
represent a point of departure for similar research in
other post-secondary institutions.
The following objectives were set as a goal of
this study:
1) Objective #1:To review the literature ad-
dressing the recommendations by theorists of management
that managers receive some formal training in manager-
ial concepts.
The importance of managerial training, for any
manager, has been a recommendation of managers and man-
agerial theorists for more than 2,000 years.The old-91
est known, complete management theory is Sun Tsu Wu's
The Art of War (1957), which valued planning, directing
and organizing as the way to achieve success in mili-
tary and political arenas.Niccolo Machiavelli, during
the 16th century, pointed out the practical uses of
power and authority.He was, in fact, the equivalent
of a modern management consultant, and proposed to be
the trainer of princes.
The 19th century had its proponents of training in
Laveleye (1984), Wharton, and Newman (George, 1972).
Early in the 20th century a number of management theo-
rists concurred that effective management would be en-
hanced by training:Fayol (1949), Folette (George,
1972), Taylor (Holt, 1987) and Scott (1923), among oth-
ers.Modern management theoreticians, including
Drucker (1966), Barnard (1953), and Bennis (1966),
stress training.
Objective #2:To review the literature addressing
the major concepts of managerial styles.
McGregor's Theory X and Theory Y define assump-
tions that a manager might make about employees
(McGregor, 1957).From these assumptions one may de-
velop a management continuum which moves from a hands-
off, trusting style to a suspicious mistrust of the em-
ployees.Drucker (1973) and Odiorne (1965) embraced
Management by Objectives as a way to reach goals92
through participation.Tannenbaum and Schmidt (1957)
concluded that the continuum of management was bounded
by boss centered and subordinate centered behaviors.
Rosenthal (Rosenthal & Jacobsen, 1968) believed in the
self-fulfilling prophecy, which focused on subordinates
living up to the expectations of the manager.Blake
and Mouton (Siegal & Lane, 1982) worked from their Man-
agerial Grid, which had the extremes of managerial be-
havior as a total concern for production and a total
concern for employees.Blake and Mouton modified this
Managerial Grid into an academic grid, for use in the
academic managerial environment.Hersey and Blanchard
(1977) have set forth a theory that points out that the
situation should govern leadership response and style.
Objective #3:To review the literature addressing
the training of department chairpersons in higher edu-
cation.
The training of department chairpersons focuses on
the managerial aspects of the position and not upon the
expertise of the particular chair's discipline.Opin-
ion varies from Millett's (1975) belief that the man-
agerial aspects in the academic setting are so differ-
ent from that of private industry that there can be no
comparison, to those of Booth (1982), Olswang and Cohen
(1979), and Atkinson and Singleton (Singleton, 1981),
who recommend training in what is termed the managerial93
facets of their jobs.Booth and Lorsch and Mathias
(1987) all raise the subject of collegiality as a pos-
sible barrier to department chairpersons' perception of
themselves as managers.They point out that the de-
partment chair frequently leaves the chair position and
returns to being a faculty member while a former "su-
bordinate" takes over as the chairperson.
Objective #4:To utilize a reliable and valid
managerial style survey instrument developed for use in
private industry to analyze the management practices of
department chairpersons in higher education.
The instrument used in this study, the Wilson
"Survey of Management Practices," has been used to as-
sess managerial style in private industry for more than
15 years.More than 325,000 applications of this in-
strument have been administered.The results of each
completed application have been used to expand and up-
date the data base.
Objective #5:To analyze material gathered with
the completion of Objective 4 to obtain a comparison
between a university-wide deparment chair survey of
managerial styles and those of private industry mana-
gers.
The research conducted with the department chairs
at Oregon State University produced mixed results.
There were significant differences in several cate-94
gories of the study.As stated in Chapter IV, the
self-perceptions of the department chairpersons showed
a significant difference from private industry managers
in the areas of Goal Pressure and Delegation.The dif-
ferences were in a direction that, when considering the
nature of the department chair position, might be
judged to be favorable to the department chairpersons,
since the results showed less Goal Pressure and more
Delegation than was indicated in the private industry
surveys.The faculty composite results showed signifi-
cantly higher responses in Upward Communication and
Participation, Orderly Work Planning, and Appreciation.
There were significantly lower responses in Time Empha-
sis, Control of Details, and Goal Pressure, when com-
pared with the private industry responses.Again, the
direction of these responses could be judged as favor-
able to the department chairpersons.Responses of fac-
ulty and deans when compared with self-perceptions of
chairs, identified several areas where significant dif-
ferences existed, a possible source for discussion and
development.The instrument did encompass a comparison
between management perceptions in an academic environ-
ment and those in private industry, as shown in Figures
4-1, 4-2, and 4-3.95
Objective #6:To identify or develop a reliable
and valid method of analyzing individual department
chairpersons in the managerial aspects of their work.
The instrument, which has a high level of demon-
strated validity and reliability in its primary use,
seems to hold promise for use in academic settings.
Faculty and dean perceptions were essentially identi-
cal.This suggests that such instrumentation could
possibly be used to measure perceptions of subordinates
and superiors and to
major differences in
are several semantic
provide feedback on areas where
perceptions
differences
were apparent.There
which need to be ex-
plained to the participants; however, it seems safe to
conclude that the instrument might be utilized as a
valuable managerial assessment tool in the academic
community.
Conclusions
The following conclusions were drawn, based on the
results of this study:
1)Similarities between private industry norms of
middle managers and academic managers in the
Oregon State University setting were signifi-
cant.While some differences were identified,
the overall profile of the two management96
groups was very similar on most measures and
with all groups.
2)The Oregon State University department chair-
persons norms, as a composite, fell into the
average ranking on the survey.Although there
were several significant differences, as noted
in Chapter IV, the great majority of categor-
ies show no significant differences.This
would suggest that the qualitative perfor-
mances of the academic managers was quite com-
parable with their industry-based counter-
parts.
3)The instrument could be utilized to identify
areas for both individual development for de-
partmental chairs and for staff and for organ-
izational development.The instrument is used
in private industry as a precursor to many
management development programs.The instru-
ment provides an assessment of the perceived
departmental environment, identifying
strengths and weaknesses.Any training models
could be developed to focus on categories
needing strengthening in the local situation.
4)The instrument was judged to be useful in mea-
suring management style in an academic envi-
ronment by pointing out, within the 15 style97
categories, perceived areas of strength and
areas needing development.Deans, department
chairs, and sufficient numbers of faculty par-
ticipated, giving the opportunity to compare
the perception of management styles in the
academic environment with perceptions of
groups from in private industry.The
deans and faculty judged department chair-
persons in a similar manner.This helped to
identify areas where major perceptual differ-
ences in department chair/faculty and depart-
ment chair/dean were found to exist.
5)The research instrument, to be totally effec-
tive for use in an academic environment, would
require specific adjustment in semantics.
Questions about the specific meaning of words
involving "training" were addressed in an ad-
dendum to the instrument (questions 3, 29, 63,
and 86 address training, Appendix T, page 228.
Questions 13, 30, 36, 39, 62, and 91 all refer
to "teamwork."These questions may need addi-
tional explanation.One respondent stated
that: "I work alone, without any supervision.
I was not employed to be part of a team."Al-
though this may be an anomaly, the question
may be related to the academic issue of98
"collegiality," and may better be understood
if the term collegiality were specifically de-
scribed and included in the instrument in some
manner.
6)The peer evaluation portion of the research
instrument does not readily lend itself for
universal use in the academic environment.
This portion of the research may be accom-
plished in the academic environment, but only
on a limited basis.In private industry the
flow through of information, methodology, and
production are geared toward the cooperative
effort of reaching an organization's goals.
In many parts of the academic world such coop-
eration is not necessary, or at least, does
not occur.For instance, the History Depart-
ment does not depend upon input from Drama,
and the Accounting Department does not need
direct input from the Management Department in
order to accomplish their discrete depart-
mental goals.In the area of animal and crop
sciences, however, the cooperative effort may
lend itself more to the peer review.
7)The utilization of graphs for displaying the
collected data is important to the analysis
process.Looking at rows or tables of numbers99
to analyze collected data can be confusing.
However, being able to view graphed results
both in the raw data format and the centile
score gives the viewer an immediate idea of
how any particular score compares to the es-
tablished norm, as well as what percent of
respondents scored in a like fashion.The
display of information on both the raw data
graph and on the percentile graph served to
translate the array of numbers which results
from the statistical analysis of the ques-
tionnaire responses.It is much easier to
determine, in the graphic display, where the
perceptions lie in each of the 15 categories.
One facet of the graph's value becomes ap-
parent when the entire report is reviewed.
There were instances where the department
chairs rated themselves very high and the
deans and the faculty rated the department
chair at a much lower level.Such reports can
give the department chairs reason to reflect
on their performance in the particular cate-
gory addressed.It may also bring to the at-
tention of the deans that they or the depart-
ment's faculty may not have a complete or nec-
essarily correct view of the operations within100
a particular department.Graphs 1(A), 2(B),
3(C) 4(D), 15(0), 16(P), 17(0) and 25(Y) all
show wide differences in perceptions between
the department chair and the particular dean
(Appendix S, pp. 159-169, 201-298, 230-231).
8)The absence of training in the managerial as-
pects of the job by incumbent department
chairpersons may contribute to some of the
differences identified in the study.There is
no department chair training at Oregon State
University on a university-wide basis.On the
surface, the department chair is considered to
be both traditional and important.The evi-
dence for this is the inclusion of the depart-
ment chair in the budgetary, scheduling and
personnel review process.Any training, how-
ever, is left up to the individual colleges
and chairs.The department chair is the ful-
crum between the university and the faculty
and students.Attention has focused on the
delicate and vital position between those who
are in direct contact with the students (the
faculty) and those who are almost totally
involved in the administration of the educa-
tional institution (the deans).The mana-
gerial skills needed involve the whole range101
of administrative, organizing, negotiating,
planning and directing skills (Booth, 1985).
The instrument used in this study has the po-
tential to assist department chairs in the de-
sign of their individual management develop-
ment programs.
9)The department chair position has both the au-
thority and the responsibilities of a typical
managerial position, with all the attendant
challenges that come from accomplishing tasks
while maintaining strong and trusting rela-
tionships with highly capable or mature em-
ployees.Although confidentiality was as-
sured, there were 12 faculty members who de-
clined to complete the instrument.All 12
expressed a concern that their department
chair would discover their assessment.The
evidence, although limited to 12 faculty mem-
bers who took the time to give apprehension as
a reason for not completing thequestionnaire,
focuses on one aspect of the managerial nature
of the department chairperson.Although this
deals with a negative aspect of power, it may
give pause to those who wish to challenge the
concept that department chairs are managers in
the traditional sense. Department chair-102
persons are managers.A manager manipulates
available resources to accomplish goals.De-
partment chairs also manipulate resources,
such as people, space, time and capital.The
particular technology or environment is not
the issue.The issue is whether resources are
made available to an individual to accomplish
certain goals, and whether that person is ex-
pected to allocate said resources.Department
chairpersons, whether or not they wish to call
what they do "management," perform the func-
tions of a manager.
Additional Findings
Data presented in this section were gathered dur-
ing interviews and correspondence with administrators,
deans, department chairpersons and faculty at Oregon
State University.While sufficient data were not
available in each area in amounts which would allow
statistical analysis, there was enough interest or
concern about each item that it was deemed important to
include these data to contribute to a better under-
standing of this study.
Department chairpersons were judged to be general-
ly competent.Some were perceived as much stronger103
than others.All were described as having "soft" spots
which might be strengthened by appropriate managerial
training.
The word "management" in the academic environment
appears to be interpreted as paralleling the "business
management" implications alluded to by Peter Drucker,
thus appearing to be a subject for further analysis.
Defining and encompassing the concept of collegi-
ality might be used to develop a new working definition
of the department chair's role and responsibility.It
is possible that a department chair may not want to be
identified as or act like a manager in the traditional
sense because within a year or two he or she may return
to teaching or research on a full-time basis.If the
faculty control the department chair position by a
round robin sharing of the chair occupancy, then the
faculty become the manager of the department through
the figurehead incumbent.Collegiality becomes an
euphemism for "faculty management" of the academic
department.
There are department chairs who either do not un-
derstand and appreciate the authority and power vested
in their position or simply wish to ignore the subject
under the rationale of collegiality.The department
chair has power simply by being the allocator of cer-
tain resources assigned.This can come under the nameof performance
the assignment
appraisal,
of funds.
ment chair not rationally
location of this power to
104
recommendations of tenure, or
However, should the depart-
and deliberately plan the al-
accomplish the goals of the
department, then that chair is poorly informed of the
nature of the management process or has made the choice
to avoid possibly offending colleagues, virtually at
all costs.
Recommendations
Training in the managerial aspects of the job of
department chairperson may be more effective if the
following conditions obtain:
1)The training environment is non-threatening.
2)The training is preceded by a general manage-
ment orientation, including faculty and admin-
istrators.(The purpose would be to have par-
ticipants gain a general understanding of man-
agement, its functions, and its role in the
educational setting.)This training should be
couched under the umbrella of professional de-
velopment.The motivational theme would be
focused on the need for continual professional
development in the managerial aspects of the
job at the department level in order to pre-105
vent a possible loss of discretionary manage-
ment options through administratively levied
fiat.
3)The training should receive support from all
administrative levels and especially the top
levels.
4)That academic institutioins utilize the pro-
cess implemented in this study to initiate and
carry out continuing organizational and staff
development.
Recommendations for Further Study
1)That the instrument used in this research be
reviewed for semantic interpretation in order
to be more closely aligned to academic lan-
guage and that the modifications in the in-
strument be monitored to measure their impact
on the instrument's reliability and validity.
2)That the study be replicated at two-year, pri-
vate, and public academic institutions.
3)That research be conducted to define colle-
giality and to determine the degree to which
collegiality actually influences activities in
the post-secondary environment.106
4)That research be conducted to investigate the
power, authority and responsibility of the
academic department chairperson with a partic-
ular goal being the building of a curriculum
focused on the development of department
chairperson competencies.
5)That a study be conducted to discover possible
actions which might lend themselves to enhanc-
ing the power and prestige of department
chairpersons.Possibilities may include long-
er terms as a department chairperson and a
choice of whether to concentrate on research
or teaching while an incumbent.
Summary
It would appear that if future research of this
type was conducted in the academic community the pro-
cess would have value.The value would be clear if the
instrument were utilized as the first step in an indi-
vidualized, non-threatening organizational and manage-
ment development program for department chairpersons
and their colleagues.Such a process could have the
capability of becoming a motivational force toward pro-
fessional development within an academic institution.107
The instrument might be utilized as a tool to as-
sess specific managerial aspects of an academic organi-
zational unit.It could be utilized, in a broader fo-
cus, as an indicator of the overall managerial environ-
ment of an organizational unit.It also might be uti-
lized as a tool to assess a more specific environmental
aspect of an organizational unit:interpersonal
skills.
The motivation and morale section of the question-
naire might be of value in the initial study of an or-
ganization or sub-unit having difficulties.Since man-
agement style and effectiveness and morale both rest on
perception, diagnosis may be initiated from either the
position of manager or the unit.
This survey provides any manager a wide range of
options for discovering the organizational perceptions
about a unit as a whole, for discovering organizational
perceptions about specific groups within the organiza-
tion, or organizational perceptions about individuals
within the organizational group.
There are no perfect managerial models.The in-
strument used in this study, or one similar to it,
could be a valuable assist in the structuring of indi-
vidualized management development programs.Unless
there is a valid and reliable method of determining the
strengths and weaknesses of a manager's style, self-de-108
velopment suggestions are completely subjective.By
using an instrument like that developed by Booth-
Wright, an established norm is available for comparison
and information collected can be easily analyzed and
understood.The results of any self-development pro-
gram can be accurately assessed by retesting with the
same instrument.It would appear that this information
then can be used to more accurately plan the future di-
rection of an organization.109
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Maslow's Terms and Themes
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Another in TRAINING's continuing series of
refresher courses for trainers and managers:
Maslow's terms and themes
The late Dr. Abraham H. Maslow
is often referred to as the father
of humanistic psychology, the
so-called "third force" in American
psychology (after behaviorism and
psychoanalysis). Many psychologists,
and particularly psychotherapists,
have been inclined to study man from
the perspective of his weaknesses and
limitations, but Maslow instead di-
rected his attention to a positive
psychology concerned with the
healthy,fullyfunctioningin-
dividual.
Maslow was convinced that each
human being is an organized, inte-
grated whole, motivated by a number
of basic needs which are species-wide,
apparently unchanging, and genetic
or instinctual in origin. There is, he
proposed, an active will toward
health, an impulse toward the actuali-
zation of human potentials. Maslow's
theory o( personality and motivation
converts these goals to a set of needs
which are categorized and ranked into
a conceptual hierarchy.
The hierarchy concept is critical to
MiLlitNY, since his basic premises are
that: 1) the behavior of any person is
dominated and determined by the
most basic group of needs which are
unfulfilled,2)the individual will
systematically satisfy his needs, start-
ing with the most basic and moving up
the hierarchy, and 3) more basic need
groups are prepotent--they will take
precedence over all those higher up in
the hierarchy.
At the lowest end of Maslow's
Hierarchy of Needs are the physiolog-
ical needsfood, water, oxygen, sleep,
elimination of wastes, sexual fulfill-
ment, and other bodily needs: the
safety needsphysical and psycholog-
ical security, stability, protection from
injury; the need for belongingness and
loveaffection, affiliation, identifica-
tion withgroup; and the esteem
needsa feeling of personal adequacy
and competence as well as a need for
:*prestige, respect, admiration, and rec-
ognition. These four needs are
deprivation-created .needs. In other
words, they are stimulated only in
their absense or deficit. The indi-
vidual will strive for fulfillment of
each successive level because oflack of
food, lack of safety, lack of love, lack of
esteem.
The next three sets of needs are not
strictly preeminentone doesn't have
to be filled before the other. These
meta-needs or growth needs can be
substituted for one another as the
Immediate context or environment
may suggest. None of these growth
needs can motivate behavior, how-
ever, until all the basic needs are
taken care of. The meta-needs are:
cognitivethe need to know and un-
derstand and explore, to make
independentmoraljudgments:
aestheticthe need for beauty, sym-
Are you and your people self-actualized?
In his book, Motivation and Personality, Maslow listed anumber of
psychological and behavioral attributes which characterizeself-actualized
persons. They accept themselves, ether people, and the natural world for whatthey are.
They are realistically oriented.
They havegreat deal of spontaneity.
They are problem - centered rather than self-centered.
They have en air of detachment andneed for privacy.
They are autonomous and Independent.
They havestrong ethical sense.
Their appreciation of people and things is fresh rather thanstereotyped.
Most of them have had profound mystical or spirituel experiences. although not
necessarily religious in character.
They identify with mankind.
Their Intimate relationships with a few specially loved people tend to beprofound
and deeply emotional rather than superficial.
Their values and attitudes are democratic.
They do not confuse means and ends.
Their lens. of humor Is philosophical rather than hostile.
They are Inventive and creative.
They resist conformity to the culture.
They transcend the environment rather than just coping with it.
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metry and order self-actualisation
the need for self-fulfillment and the
realization of one's potential.
Maslow used self-actualization In a
very specialized sense to describe a
rarely attained state of perfect human
achievement. ft Is roughly analogous
to Psychologist C.O. Jung's "Individu-
ation process," which represents at.-
tainment of the true self and whole-
ness of personality. Freed from the
externally imposed deficit needs, the
self-actualizing person is charac-
terized as spontaneous, creative, and
capable of achieving Immense satis-
faction from doing the thing or things
that represent the realization of his or
her capabilities.
Because of the uniqueness of each
person, the form or content of self-
actualization Is a highly individual
thing. In essence.ItIs a self-
perpetuating, ongoing, and never
completed process. A person is never
truly "self- actualized" but is always
finding new goals and new means of
expression.
The matter of time and circum-
stances is also critical to understand-
ing the hierarchical nature of need
and motivation. Because the lower-
level needs are the most urgent ones,
they must continually be satisfied
before the individual can be motivated
toward higher-level needs. But even
when the lower-level needs are antis-
fled, they again become the stimulus
for motivation if they are threatened.
A man who is safe may risk his safety
or even his life if he becomes hungry
enough. Ore person whose prime
motivation has been to gain respect
may drop down a level to seek affec-
tion if the sense of love and belonging-
ness is threatened. But once a need is
eatisfied. it no longer motivates the
individual.
Maslow developed many terms and
concepts that are now an integral part
of the lexicon of personality theory
psychology and the field of human
relations. Sinceitspublication in
1943, the Hierarchy of Needs has
become one of the most popular
theories of motivation In management
and organizational behavior litera-
ture. Unlike other psychologists who
theorized that motivation can be pro-
duced or encouraged by externally
Introduced Incentives, Maslow's
model suggests a state of internal
motivation that incites the individual
to some kind of action. The healthy
person is viewed as seeking the goal of
self-fulfillment.his or her unique
self-actualization, from the beginning
of life to its end, 11
N.A.:. omit widely and lumliIreiffnalue4ann
end Ptroenlsty, 2nd edition tilrotor and Row,
Now YoriLNY.15701and Toward ProAelagyer
Nomsand Company, Priniln, NJ,
19661.CONTINUUM OF LEADERSHIP BEHAVIOR
Boss-
centered
leadership
Subordinate-
centered
leadership
Use of authority
by the manager Area of freedom
for subordinates
t
Manager
makes
decision
and an-
nounces it.
t
Manager
"sells"
decision.
t
Manager
presents
ideas and
invites
questions.
Manager
presents
tentative
decision
subject to
change.
t
Manager
presents
problem,
gets sug-
gestions,
makes de-
cision.
t
Manager
defines
limits;
asks group
to make
decision.
t
Manager
permits
subordinates
to function
within limits
defined by
superior.High
9
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Appendix C
Managerial Grid
1.9
Country Club Management
Thoughtful attentionto
needs of people for satisfy-
ing relationships leads to a
comfortable friendly organ-.
izationatmosphere and
work tempo.
9.9
Team Management
Work accomplishment is
from committed people;
interdependence through a
"common stake" in organi-
zation purpose leadsto
relationships of trust and
respect.
5.5
Organization
Man Management
Adequate organization per-
formance is possible through
balancing the necessity to get
out work with maintaining
monk of people at a satis-
factory leveL
1.1
Impoverished Management
Exertion of minimum effort
to get required work done is
appropriate to sustain organ-
ization membership.
1
Low
1
Low
2 3 4 5
9.1
Authority-Obedience
Efficiencyinoperations
results from arranging con-
ditions of work in such a
way that human elements
interfere to a minimum
degree.
6 7 8 9
High
Concern for Production
Source: Blake and Mouton. 1978.
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Appendix D
Situational Leadership
STYLE OF LEADER
High
Relationship
and
Low Task
(Low)-4 TASK BEHAVIOR
(Directive Behavior)
cc HIGH MODERATE
1 1 9
cc
LOW
MATURITY OFFOLLOWERS
Developed by Paul Herseyand Kenneth H. Blanchard
COpyrsgbi 1977 by Center lot Leads/shipStudses. All nghts reserved.120
HOW TO USE THE SITUATIONAL LEADERSHIPMODEL
FIRST Determine what you want to accomplish through your follower(s).
ASK: "What is the task or goal?"
SECOND Determine the maturity level of the follower or group that is relevant to the task.
MATURITY IS:
ACHIEVEMENT MOTIVATION
.is the individual or group able to set high but realistic goals?".
RESPONSIBILITY
"Willingness to assume responsibility?"
"Ability to assume responsibility?"
EDUCATION/EXPERIENCE
"Does the individual or group have the education and/or experience that Is
necessary to accomplish the task?"
MARK THE MATURITY LEVEL OF THE FOLLOWER OR GROUP
M 19 M2? M3? M 47
THIRD Draw a line fromthe maturity level up to the leadership style curve. The point where the
Ones hit is the MOST EFFECTIVE LEADERSHIP STYLE they appropriate for that
follower or group..
.8.1? S2? S37 S4?
Give thei011ower or group the appropriate combination of task behavldr and relationship
behavior.
TASK BEHAVIOR IS:
The extent that a leader engages in spelUng out the role of an Individual or group.
The extent that a leader tells an Individual or group what,when, where, and how
to do the task.
RELATIONSHIP BEHAVIOR IS:
The extent that a leader engages In two-waycommunication, listening,
supporting, facilitating, and giving psychological strokes.
KEY WORDS FOR APPROPRIATE LEADERSHIPSTYLES
TELLING: high task/low relationship
SELLING: high task/high relationship
PARTICIPATING: high relationship/low task
DELEGATING: low relationship/low task
Address inquiries or orders to oneof the followings
University Associates.
$517 Production A
San Diego. California 11112- 1
(619) 5714900
.
100.134-2143 (loll free except in
California, Alaska. & Hawaii)
University Associates of Canada
4140 Fairview Street
Burlington. Ontario LPL. 411
.(411611132-31132
University Associates International
Challenge House
45.47 Victoria Street
Mansfield, Notts NG1S SSU
England
6613 640203
.0: Wright 1977 by Center torLeadership Studies. Al rights reserved.Appendix E
Topics Covered in Department
Chairperson's Workshop
DLInstitute for Departmental Lasclenhip
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1. Responsibilities, Roles, and Powers of Department Chairpersons
2. Types of Departments, Leadership Styles, Committees, and
Delegation
3. Departmental Decision Making and Bringing About Change
4. Faculty Development:Encouraging Professional Growth
S. Faculty Evaluation
6. Performance Counseling:Dealing with Unsatisfactory Performance
7. Faculty Grievances and Unions
8. Dealing with Conflict and Maintaining Faculty Morale
9. Departmental Accomplishments and Aspirations:Setting Goals
and Developing Action Plans.
10. The Budget Cycle:Preparing Departmental Budget Requests and
Persuading the Dean
11. Assigning and Reporting Faculty Activities
12. Managing Departmental Resources:Tine, People, and Money122
Appendix F
Remarks by Thomas A. Emmet
Foreword
THE POSITION OF DEPARTMENT CHAIRPERSON in the administra-
tive structure of American colleges and universities is just over
100 years old in the more traditional academic .disciplines.
From the founding of Harvard in1636until after the Civil War,
the administrative structure of the American college was very
simple. In fact, only three events with respect to the evolution
of department chairpersons are worth mentioning. The first
event was the use of the title dean in1792,when Samuel Bard
was appointed to that post at Columbia University; a new title
was needed for the head of the medical college of that institu-
tioi, and it was decided that there could not be two presidents.
The second event occurred when Thomas Jefferson, rector of
the University of Virginia, organized six colleges with a
professor at the head of each. The third event was the addition
of modern languages to the curriculum at Harvard in the
1828-1830period by Professor George Tichnor and the addi-
tion of schools of natural science at Yale and Harvard in
1848both changes strengthening the academic disciplinary123
structure which in a few institutions led to the emergence of
departments prior to the Civil War.
However, it was not until the advent of the land-grant uni-
versity at Cornell in 1868, the Harvard administrative reforms
of 1870, and the founding of graduate schools at Johns Hopkins
and later at Clark University in the period 1876 to 1880 that the
department really began to come into its own. The main im-
petus was for purposes of graduate organizations and student-
professor relationships. New departments flourished in the
1880s and in each decade since. The titles of the various disci-
plinary and subdisciplinary departments, which would fill
pages of text, give one a history ofthe growth and develop-
ment of the curriculum in our American institutions.
One additional development was the adoption by commu-
nity colleges after World War II of an organizational system of
divisions, headed by a divisional chairperson who often had
only limited teaching duties and acted as associate or assistant
dean within a group of disciplines. This model was later
applied to liberal arts colleges with fairly compact enrollments.
Here a model of divisions with or without departments
replaced the traditional departmental structure starting inthe
early 1960s.
Unfortunately, it was not until the last few decades that any
attention was paid to the in-service developmentof faculty
members who were selected for the position ofdepartment or
division chairperson. The first in-service activity was ac-
complished by some of the scholarly associations, inparticular
by the Modern Language Association for chairpersons inEng-
lish, as well as by associations in engineering,accounting, and
philosophy. These activities have consisted mainlyof summer
workshops or special meetings at annualconventions. The
focus has usually been on teaching of thediscipline, recruit-
ment, quality control, and related matters.In recent years man-
agement subjects such as budgeting,mission statement, col-
lective bargaining, and human resourceshave been added.
Outside of the disciplinary efforts, the firstorganizational
activities for the professional development ofdepartment and.
division chairpersons took place between 1967and 1971 with124
three major components. (1) Between 1967 and 1969 aDanforth
Foundation grant to the Western Interstate Commission on
Higher Education (WICHE), led by David Booth,held six or
seven seminarsdealing with the role of the department chair-
person in the thirteen western states.(2) Between 1968 and
1971, Higher Education Executive Associates (HEEA), a con-
sulting group organized by this writer, developedabout
twenty seminars at which department chairs wereable to meet
to discuss their roles and managerial needs.(3) The American
Council on Education held two institutes for public institu-
tions in the Midwest, modeled on the HEEA and WICHEactiv-
ity, under the leadership of Harry Marmion.
The state of the art of these efforts was not spectacular, but
some interesting papersemerged which can be seen as clas-
sics. These were published in a 1972 book, TheDepartment
Chairman: A Complex Role, edited by James Brann and Thomas
A. Emmet. In 1975 the American Council onEducation
published the work of Herbert Waltzer of Miami Universityof
Ohio in The Job of the AcademicDepartment Chairman. These
were the major effortsemphasizing the role and development
of department chairpersons prior to 1978.
In 1980 the American Council on Educationestablished the
Departmental Leadership Institute; in 1981 it published Allan
Tucker's book Chairing the Academic Department: Leadership
among Peers. Training anddevelopment experiences were
provided for chairpersons in a number of state systems of
universities as well as in several large institutional consortia.
Leadership seminars for department and division chairper-
sons and deans not in state systems werealso developed. In
addition, well over twenty on-campus workshops for individ-
ual institutions and local consortia have been conducted.
This book is the next step in developing materials and c-
tivities to assist the professional growth of department and
division chairpersons. The author, John B. Bennett, who is a
former division head himself, has had considerable experience
leading seminars and workshops on the issues that chairper-
sons face. His scholarly and creativeapproach in many of these
case studies has been tested underhis or my leadership with125
well over 1,000 chairpersons from 1980 to 1983. This set of
published cases can contribute significantly to the growth and
development of individual chairpersons and can also play a
substantial role in workshop experiences.
I urge those who use these materials and Tucker's work as
well to follow in our footsteps and to develop further materials
and research which will advance the in-service development of
department chairpersons so long overdue and so very badly
needed. The management expert on Z organization and Japa-
nese business theory, William Ouchi, has suggested in his
work that the smallest working unit is the key to quality and
productivity in the industrial setting. It is high time we recog-
nized this fact in higher education. Truly, the department
chairperson is the key to real institutional vitality. For too long
we have ignored this vital human resource.
THOMAS A. EMMET
Littleton, Colorado
April 4, 1983126
Appendix G
Remarks by James Brann and Thomas A. Emmet
The Department or Division Chairman: A Complex Role has
been a long time in the process of being printed.The reasons
for this are many, not the least of which has been the busy
schedule of many of the authors as well as the editors.This
book is an outgrowth of a series of institutes and seminars
sponsored by the Higher Education Executive Associates in
the years 1968-1970.The In Service Training of Administra-
tors and Faculty at lower than top management levels until
the very late 1960's was an activity almost ignored by the
professional academic organizations connected with Higher
Education including the Learned Societies.In particular
the role and function of division and department chairmen in
terms of literature on the subject, in service training or
even on campus internal discussion was an almost total blank
in terms of information.A few groups in particular the
Modern Language Association and the National Council of
College Teachers of English had in the 1950's and early.1960's
run a yearly seminar for new department chairmenof their
respective fields but the content often centered upon curric-
ulum and instructional problems within those fields and, thus
overall consideration of the functions were neglected.
In 1968 - 1969, The American Council on Education, whohad
for a number of years sponsored institutes for new college
and university presidents, instituted two institutes, one in
Illinois and Indiana and another in Iowa and Nebraska for
department chairmen.These were done by the Council under
the direction of Dr. Harry Marmion of the Council staff and
were very well received.
At the same time in late 1967, Higher Education Executive
Associates was formed in Detroit, Michigan by Thomas A. Emmet
as a profit centered consulting firm whose chiefbusiness was
to present In Service Institutes for middle management and
faculty in higher educational institutions.It was the first .
of its kind of firms in higher educational circles.In 1968,
1969, and 1970, a series of six Institutes on the topic "The
Role and Function of the Department and Division Chairmen In
Higher Education" were presented at St. Louis, Missouri in
November, 1968, February and July, 1969, at Boston, Massachus-
etts in October, 1969, Durham, North Carolina February, 1970,
and Detroit, Michigan in October, 1970.Over 250 Department127
Chairmen and Academic Deans attended these programs.In
addition, HEEA sponsored the first institute on Collective
Negotiations and Higher Educational Governance in Cleveland,
Ohio in December, 1968; on Institutes on Academic Planning
at St. Louis, February, 1968; on Evaluation Procedures,
Chicago March, 1970; and on Curriculum Reform and Innovation
St. Louis, October, 1969, Detroit April, 1970.Out of all
.these Institutes come about three quarters of the papers pre-
sented in this book.HEEA was joined in the Departmental
Chairman Institute field by the Western Interstate Commission
on Higher Education in late 1968 when the Danforth Foundation
made a grant to WICHE of $200,000 for a series of institutes
in the thirteen western states.Dr. David Booth, then of
Oakland University, was director of that program which held
both regional and on individual campus programs for depart-
ment and division chairmen.HEEA also held a similar series
of on campus programs in particular with new pilots being
tried at Marist College, December, 1967; University of Delaware,
December, 1969; Pensacola Junior College, October, 1970 and
Essex Community College, March, 1971.It is a shame that on
a large scale consortia, state boards of highereducation as
well as the higher educational associations and learned
societies have not picked up on the work of HEEA and WICHE
in the 1968-1970 period.Tight budgets could be a penny wise
and pound foolish reason.For of all the Institutes HEEA
did these were the best received and most productive save
for those on Collective Negotiations an obvious topic by1970.
No book of this type exists on the topic and thecollection
was put together to serve both as a setof readings for all
interested in the topic as well as to act as a little memorial
to the pioneers in HEEA who saw a few years back that unless
the department or division chairman became an"activist" for
reform in a professional fashion, Higher Education could never
meet the public, students and even younger faculty members
demands for that needed reform.The editors still believe
that because higher education has still not understood the
need for in service training of department and division"middle
managers" the reform is bogging down and at best going very
slowly where it counts in local daily middle level leadership
and innovation.The editors feel strongly this book might
open again the eyes of some who havealready forgotten the
pilot experiments in continuing education.
A few of the most dedicated pioneers in respect to in128
service preparation of Department and Division Chairmen should,
be mentioned.The basic team for most of the Institutes on
this subject were Dr. Frank Dilley now Associate Provost,
University of Delaware and then Chairman of their Department
of Philosophy, Dr. John Mahoney now Dean of the College of
Arts and Science at the University of Detroit and then Chair-
man of their English Department and Dr. William J. McKeefrey
now Executive Vice President of Virginia Polytechnic Institute
and the Professor of Higher Education at Southern Illinois
University.These men were assisted in particular by Rev.
J.. Barry McGannon,S.J. Dean, College of Arts and Science,
St. Louis University and President of the Association of
Academic Deans and by Calvin B. T. Lee then Executive Vice
President of Boston University and now Chancellor of the
University of. Maryland, Baltimore County who played the bad
guys in the form of the Academic Dean who the chairmencould
shoot at.A good deal of planning and evaluation as well as
provocative thought wasproduced by Dr. Harold L. Hodgkinson
of the Center for Research and Development for.Higher Education
of the University of California at Berkeley and present Pres-
ident Elect of the American Association for Higher Education.
There were many others who helped but this was the first
team and the ones who could truly be called pioneers.
Mention should also be made of the great aid givenby
Father Carl Hangartner, S. J., Professor of Educationat
St. Louis University and Father M. B.Martin, S. J., Director
of Fordyce House on the Mississippi withoutwhose help and.
vision the HEEA programs may have lacked the properpilot set-
ting.
Higher Education Executive Associates wassold to McGraw
Hill Publications (College and UniversityBusiness) in
Chicago in September, 1969 and mergedwith each of McGraw
Hill's institutional publications NationsSchools, College
and University Business, ModernHospital and Modern Nursing
Minie in January, 1971 thaiiiaThgits own sepiFitiCorporate
existence.
As an individual project, James Brannformer major report-
er for the Chronicleof Higher Education began in early 1971
to develop the editor-alPIT-alongwith Joan McCall for the
editing and printing'of this book.Mr. Brann did extensive
research in terms of an up-date onthe role and scope of the
department and division chairmenwhich appears in the first
paper in the collection.The complete project was assembled129
and all rights obtained in 1971 throughout theyear.Final
editing took place in spring, 1971 and at last, long overdue
.
this collection of materials is ready for printing.
While in a few locations the copy will indicatea local
situation or a now trite event in the main the reader will
find the copy as refreshing andas pointed as the day it was
delivered.Also the reader is reminded that while this
material has been edited to a considerable extent thepapers
were delivered in the main as a talk or speech and not all
parts were full edited along this line topreserve impact.
It is the editors' hope that this volume of collected
papers will serve as our introduction to many future in ser-
vice institutes for departmental and divisional chairmen and
that the research and innovative ideas listed in detail in
many of the papers will serve as model for middle management
operational reform throughout American higher educational
institutions - if so the pioneers represented here will have
felt their efforts well taken.
James Brann Columbia, Md.
Thomas A. Emmet, Jr.Littleton, Colo.
July 4, 1972130
Appendix H
Oregon Administrative Rules,
Teacher Standards and Practices
DIVISION 46
ADMINISTRATIVE CERTIFICATES
Basic Administrathe Certificate Requirement,
584.46-005 An applicant for a Basic Administrative Certificate
must assemble all materials necessary for the evaluation for the certify!
cate and must submit these materials as a single package. An incomplete
application will be returned. The applicant must:
( 1) Supply all information requested on the Application. Form C-I,
and sign in the space provided attesting that the information is true and
correct. The applicant must answer the three questions pertaining to
dismissal, revocation and conviction and attach supporting documents
as instructed on Form C-I, if necessary.
(2) Provide official transcripts of bachelor's and advanced degrees.
Transcripts must bear the embossed seal of the institution and the
signature of the registrar and must verify completion of a master's
degree from an approved teacher education institution.
NOTE: An applicant bears the burden of proving that he or she has
met certification requirements. The applicant must present evi-
dence that the courses taken covered the required subject matter. In
.some cases, a transcript showing the course title will suffice: where
the course title is not descriptive of course content, the applicant
should present a syllabus or other description of course content In
addition to the transcript.
(3) Either provide a Preparation for Teaching Report, Form C-2, if
the application is based upon completion of an approved program, or
provide a current and comparable certificate issued by another state
together with verification of one year of successful public school
administrative experience. If the comparable certificate expired prior to
application, a Preparation for Teaching Report, Form C-2, must be
submit ted.
NOT F.: Experience must be verified by the employing superintendent on the
back of the applicbtion. Form C-I. Experience of superintendents must be
verified by the district's deputy clerk, personnel officer or board chairperson.
(4) Provide evidence of recent educational experience.
NO 11:: Recent experience means the application it submitted to TSPC either
vidtin tivehe months following completion of an approved program or
during the effective period of a comparable certificate and within three years
duty last public school administrative experience on such certificate. If more
than inelve months have elapsed since completion of the program or more
than three )cars have elapsed since the last public school administrative
experience. recency may be net by completion of nine quarter hours of
additional preparation from an approved institution as explained in OAR
554-35-005142).
(5) Demonstrate knowledge of Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of
1964, Title IX of the Education Amendments of 1972 and state and
federal statutes prohibiting discrimination. See OAR 584-36-054 for
options to demonstrate this knowledge.
(6) Submit a check or money order for the evaluation fce. Cash
may be presented when applying at the Commission office. The fee for
evaluation of an application based upon completion of an Ore'gon
unmoved teacher education program is S35. The fee for evaluation of
preparation in another state is S65.
(7) Verify completion of academic preparation for one or more of
the basic endorsements outlined in OAR 584-46-016 through 384 -46-
019.
NOTE: Endorsement requirements are incorporated Into Oregon approved
programs. TSPC evaluates the transcripts of applicants from other states to
establish that these endorsement requirements are met.
(8) Submit a transcript from ETS verifying satisfactory scores on
CHEST if not previously submitted. Photocopies are not acceptable.
(9) Allow thirty days for the Commission to process an application
for a certificate.
Stat. Audi.: ORS Ch. 342
lust:TS 15. f. 12-2046, eE I-I-77; TS 17, f. 12-19-77, et I-I-71; TS 3-1979,
1. A et 9.20-79: TS 6-1980. I. & ef. 12-23-110: TS I.1912, f. & cf. 1-3-112;
TS 3.1983,1. & ef. 3-16-113: TS 4-1913, f. 3. 17-13, et 7.1-13
Standard Administrative Certificate Requirements
584-46-010ITS 15. f. 12-20-76, et 1-1.77;
TS 17, f. 12.19-77, et 1.1-78;
TS 3-1979. f. & ef. 9-20-79;
Repealed by TS 1.1982, f. & et 1-5-82)
Basic Administrative Certificate Endorsement Requirements
584-46-015ITS IS. f, 12-20-76. et 1.1-77;
TS 17, f. 12-19-77, et 1.1-78;
Repealed by TS 1-1982, f. & et 1-5-82)
Basle Principal
584 - 46.016(I) Twelve quarter hours of graduate study applica-
ble to the standard principal endorsement including personnel supervi-
sion and evaluation; school law; and budget planning and preparation.
(2) Effective January IS, 1987, the following requirements will
supersede section (I) of this rule. Twelve quarter hours of graduate
study applicable to the standard principal endorsement to include:
(a) Preparation in personnel supervision and evaluation; school
law; and budget planning and preparation.
(b) A practicum experience which shall be counted as not more
than two of the twelve quarter hours required for the basic endorsement.
Basle Vice Principal
584-46.017(I) Twelve quarter hours of graduate study applica-
ble to the standard principal endorsement including personnel supervi-
sion and evaluation; school law; and school-community relationships.
See 584.48-085 for renewal of the basic vice principal endorsement
based upon successful administrative experience.
(2) Effective January IS, 1987, the following requirements will
supersede section (I) of this rule. Twelve quarter hours of graduate
study applicable to the standard principal endorsement to include:
(a) Preparation in personnel supervision and evaluation; school
law; and school-community relationships.
(b) A practicum experience which shall be counted as not more
than two orate twelve quarter hours required for the basic endorsement.
NO I F: See 514.414113 for renewal of the basic vice principal endorsement
based upon successful administrative experience.
Basic Superintendent
584.46-019(I) Twelve quarter hours of graduate study applies.
ble to the standard superintendent endorsement to include personnel
management, evaluation and negotiation; school law; and business
management, budget planning and preparation.
(2) Effective January IS, 1987, the following requirements will
supersede section (I) of this rule. Eighteen quarter hours of graduate
study applicable to the standard superintendent endorsement to
include:
(a) Preparation in personnel management, evaluation and negotia-
lion; school law; business management; budget planning and prepara-
tion; and school, board and community relations.
(b) A practicum experience which shall he counted as no more than
two of the eighteen quarter hours required for the basic endorsement.
Standard Administrative Certificate Requirements
584-46-020 An applicant fora Standard Administrative Certifi-
cate must assemble all materials necessary for evaluation for a certifi-
cate and must submit these materials as a single package. An incomplete
application will be returned. The applicant must:
(I) Provide the information requested on the Application, Form
C-I, and sign in the space provided. The three character questions
pertaining to dismissal, revocation and conviction must be answered
and supporting materials attached to the application, if necessary.
(2) Provide verification of three years of successful administrative
experience in Oregon schools while holding a Basic Administrative
Certificate or a Five-Year Administrative Certificate. Experience must
be verified by the employing superintendent on the reverse side of thear_se:S VT-
584-46-019
1980 (1) 1987 (2) 1988 Cl)
12 qtr hrs of graduate preparation to include:
1. Personnel management, evaluation L negotiation
2. School lay
3. business management, budget planning L
preparation
18 qtr hrs of graduate preparation to include:
1. Personnel management, evaluation & negotiation
2. School lay
3. Business management
4. Budget planning 6 preparation
5. School, board & community relations
6. Practicum (max. 2 of 18 qtr hrs)
STANDARD SUPT
584-46-024
21 qtr hrs of graduate preparation to include:
1. Development, evaluation, & improvement of
educational programs to meet school disc.
objectives.
2. Establishing & implementing personnel poli-
cies to insure the continuing effectiveness
of personnel
3. Negotiating 4 administering contracts
4. Oregon school lav .
5. Planning, preparation, and management of
school district budgets
6. School, board & community relations
7. Practicum-one-third of 21 qtr hrs
(7 qtr hrs)
An additional 33 qtr hrs of graduate preparation to
include:
1. Teaching-learning process
2. Planning 6 maintaining school facilities
3. School-community relations
4. Policy development 6 implementation
5. Research, evaluation & goal-setting
6. Human relations
7: Communicating
8. School board relationships
9. Practicum
10. Other experiences
24 qtr his must be completed subsequent to the
master's degree.
An additional 27 qtr hrs of graduate preparation to
include:
1. Teaching-learning process
2. Planning 6 maintaining school facilities
3. Policy development 6 implementation
4. Research, evaluation & goal-setting
5. Human relations
6. Communicating
7. Other experiences
24 qtr hrs must be completed subsequent to the master'
degree.
An additional 24 qtr hrs of graduate preparation
to include:
1. Teaching - learning process
2. Planning & maintaining school facilities
3. Policy development 6 implementation
4. Research, evaluation 6 goal-setting
5. Human relations
6. Communicating
7. Other experiences
24 qtr hrs must be completed subsequent to the
master's degree.BASIC PRINCIPAL
584-46-016
1980 (1)
12 qtr hrs of graduate preparation to include:
1. Personnel supervision and evaluation
2. School law
3. Budget planning 6 preparation
1,187 (11 1988 (3)
12 qtr hrs of graduate preparation to include:
1. Personnel supervision 6 evaluation
2. School law
3. Budget planning & preparation
4. Practicum (max 2 of 12 qtr hrs)
STANDARD PRINCIPAL
584-46-021
15 qtr hrs of graduate preparation to include:
1. Management, evaluation, 6 improvement of
instruction to meet dist. needs
2. Supervision, professional development, &
evaluation of personnel to insure effective
instruction
3. Oregon school law
4. Planning, preparation, and implementation
of instructional budgets
5. Practicum-approx one-third of 15 qtr hrs
(5 qtr hrs)
21 qt hrs of additional grad. preparation to incl:'
1. Teaching-learning process
2. Curriculum development 6 implementation
3. School-community relationships
4. Practicum
5. Research, evaluation 6 goal setting
6. Human relations
7. Communicating
8. Other experiences
18 qtr hrs must be completed subsequent to the
master's degree.
21 qtr hrs of additional graduate preparation to incl:
1. Teaching-learning process
2. Curriculum development 6 implementation
3. School-community relationships
4. Research, evaluation 6 goal-setting
5. Human relations
6. Communicating
7. Other experiences
18 qtr hrs must be completed subsequent to the master'.
degree.
18 qtr hrs of additional graduate preparation
to include:
1. Teaching-learning process
2. Curriculum development 6 implementation
3. School-community relations
4. Research, evaluation 6 goal-setting
5. Human relations
6. Communicating
7. Ocher experiences
18 qtr hrs must be completed subsequent to the
master's degree.High
9
8
7
6
5
4
3
2
1
Low I
1
Low
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Appendix I
Academic Grid
1.9
COMFORTABLE AND
PLEASANT
ADMINISTRATION
Thoughtful attentionto
needs of people for satisfy-
ing relationships leads to a
comfortable friendly univer-
sity atmosphere and work
tempo.
9.9
TEAM
ADMINISTRATION
Qualityachievementis
from committed people;
interdependence through a
"common stake" in univer
shy purpose lead% try mis
5.5 sion of trust and respect.
ICONSTITUENCY- I
CENTERED
ADMINISTRATION
Adequate university perfor-
mance is possiblethrough
balancing the necessity to
get out resultswith main-.
taining morale at a satisfac-
tory level.
CARETAKER
ADMINISTRATION
Exertionofminimum
effort to get required work
done is appropriate to sus-
tainuniversity member-
ship.
1.1
AUTHORITY-
WWI
OBEDIENCE
ADMINISTRATION
Efficiencyinoperations
results from arranging con-
ditions of work in sucha
way that humanelements
interferetoaminimum
degree.
9.1
2 3 4 5' 6 7 8 9
High
Concern for Institutional Performance
Source: Blake, Mouton, and Williams,1981.134
Appendix J
Survey of Management Practices InstrumentI am answering this survey about
I am: 0 The person named on the survey.
0 One who reports to the person named.
_ ___ _ _ _ _ 1 ill IL 1IJ
0 A supervisor of the person named. 0000000000
OA peer of the person named. 0000000000 0000000000
SURVEY OF
0000000000 0000000000
MANAGEMENT PRACTICES
(D000®D0000 0000000000 0000000000
by 0000000000
Clark L. Wilson, Ph.D. (Form SMPJE) 0000000000
CODE
135
INSTRUCTIONS:
This survey pertains to things managersand supervisors do or attitudes they may hold.
The questions relate to the communicationsand relations between the person whose name
is at the top of the page and thosewho report to him or her. You willevaluate each state-
ment depending on how wellit describes that particular person'srelations with those
peopleeven if that person is you. As aframe of reference, think how that person compares
with managers or supervisors ingeneral.
Blacken in the circle for each statement"1" to "7" on how truly it describes the person
you are rating.
To guide you:
"1" means the statement is true to anextremely small extent, never, or not atall.
"4" means it is true to an average extent, orabout normal in degree or frequency.
"7" means it is true to an extremelyhigh extent, always or withoutfail.
Of course, you may use the othernumbers:
"3" and "2" represent varyingdegrees between average and extremelylow.
"5" and "6" represent varyingdegrees between average and extremelyhigh.
Please use ratings of "1" or "7"only when you feel quite strongly.
Be sure to mark every statement.There is no time limit. There are no"right" or "wrong"
answers. You will be mosthelpful if you answer as accuratelyand as honestly as you can.
You may notice that some statements aresimilar. Actually, no two are exactlyalike. They
differ, even though to a minordegree. The reason is that differentpeople see such state-
ments in different waysand this apparent repetitionprovides consistency in the results.
The code number at the top ofthe page identifies the manager orsupervisor you are
observingno-one else.If you are one who reports tothat person, or a peer, your
responses will remain anonymousand completely confidential.
t
Do NOT use ink or ballpoint pen.
Fill In circle completely.
Make clean erasures.
Make no stray marks.
Clark L Wilson. 1981, 1982. 1984
Distributed through'.
Booth Wright Mgrnt. Sys.. Inc.
oulder, CO
/
IIII I.
I
Is-41.
I..
;136
Remember: Slacken in the circle for each statement '1" to 7" on how truly it describes the person you are rating.
To guide you:
"I" means the statement Is true to an extremely smell extent, never, or not at all.
"4" means It Is true to an average extent, or about normal In degree or frequency.
"7" means it is true to en extremely high degree, always, or without fell.
Of course, you may use the other numbers:
"3". and '2" represent varying degrees between average and extremely low.
"5". and "r represent varying degrees between average and extremely high.
This manager (supervisor, etc.:
1 shows a sincere interest in suggestions from members of the work group 0000000
2 plans the work so it keeps running smoothly 000e000
3 makes sure people are properly trained for their jobs 0000000
4 always lets people know where they stand and how they are doing their jobs 0000.000
5 Is trusted by people in the work group 0000000
6 insists that everything be done his/her way 0000000
7 Is very concerned about getting things done on time 0000000
8 is interested in helping people In their careers 0000000
9 has confidence in the ability of the group to do their own planning 0000000
10 Is dependable in fulfilling commitments 0090000
11 asks advice from the group on the best ways to do things 0000000
12 keeps track of performance on each job 0000000
13 feels it is important to get the group to work together as a team 0000000
14 feels planning for people's advancement is as Important as planning the work. 0000000
15 keeps the work well organized through good planning 0000000
16 compliments individuals who contribute significantly to the group's effort 00000040
17 is easy to approach and communicate with 0000000
18 knows how to get things done or find the resources to do them 0000000
19 is trusted by upper management 0000000
20 makes changes as a result of having listened to people in the group 0000000
21 makes sure they know how well they are performing 0000000
22 is sure to remind people about work deadlines 0000000
23 tells group members how their jobs, work, and goals relate to the organization's goals 0000000
24 plans the work in advance in order to provide for an orderly flow of work 0000000
25 lets people work at their own speed 0000000
26 punishes or yells at people when they make mistakes 0000000
27 welcomes ideas from group members even if they differ 0000000
28 gives honest opinions of the work people do 0000000
29 is a helpful coach and trainer 0000000
30 effectively gets group members to cooperate with each other 0000000
31 can be believed when he/she tells you something 0000000
32 really shows appreciation when group members solve a tough problem at work 0000000
33 can answer most any question about the compensation policies and program 0000000
34 pushes to get things done when they are scheduled 0000000
35 discusses goals with the group to be sure they are clear 00100000
36 successfully gets the group to work as a team 0000000
37 sincerely wants individuals to feel free to say what they think 0000000
38 is genuinely interested in each Individual's personal achievement 0000000
39 tries to develop a sense of loyalty among the work group 0000000
40 makes group members nervous by watching them 0000000
41 is well organized and a good planner 0000000
42 encourages people to express their opinions and participate in decisions 0000000
43 sets goals which are a challenge to the group 0000000
44 allows individuals to direct their own activities 0000000
45 gives credit and praise for good work 0090000
46 is thoroughly familiar with our services, operations, products, etc 0000000
47 can be trusted to do what he/she says will be done 0000000
48 coaches group members to help them improve performance on the job 0000000
49 plans the groups activities well 0000000
50 gives individuals frequent and honest criticism of their work 0000000137
Remember: Blacken in the circle for each statement "1" to '7" on how truly it describes the person you are rating.
To guide you:
-1" means the statement is true to an extremely small extent, never, or not at all.
'4" means it is true to an average extent, or about normal In degree or frequency.
-7" means it is true to an extremely high degree. always, or without fall.
Of course, you may use the other numbers:
"3", and "2" represent varying degrees between average and extremely low.
"5", and "6" represent varying degrees between average and extremely high.
This manager (supervisor, etc.):
51
52
53
54
55
gets upset when goals are not met
encourages people to speak up if they think they have a good idea
wants group members to have a feeling of personal success in their work
supervises the work very closely
lets people plan their work the way they think best
0000000
00
100100000 0000000
00®®000
®0000
56
57
58
59
stresses the need to get things done when they are promised
honestly represents the group's interests to upper management
tries to provide each person a sense of personal accomplishment
is a friendly approachable person
0000000
00100000 000e000
00e0C100
60 clearly communicates the importance of the group's goals 0000.000
61 willingly counsels individuals to give them a sense of personal worth and importance 04000C)0
62 develops cooperation between members of the work group 0000000
63 makes sure people have the resources and training to do their work 00000GO
64 is open and above board in dealing with each person 0000000
65 frankly lets people know how well they are doing their jobs 0000®®0
66 asks people to participate in deciding how to handle new problems 0C100000
87 keeps track of the details on each job assignment 000000
68 is knowledgeable about organization policies end plans in general 000000©
69 sets goals which help the group make worthwhile contributions 0000G®0
70 compliments people when they do something well 0C.00®00
71 trusts group members to take responsibilities into their own hands 0000®00
72 wants people in the group to get along well with each other OlOGOG®0
73 wants group members to improve themselves so they can advance 0®00GOO
74 tells each person not only what to do but how to do it OCXDOCX)0
75 discusses goals with the group 0000000
76 thinks it is important to meet due dates OCIGOCXDO
77 seems to feel it necessary to apply pressure to get results 00e000©
78 easily deals with political, social, and market problems In the environment 0000190G
79 honestly reports to the group the thinking and reactions of upper management 00000000
80 expresses appreciation for good performance 000040040
81 lets people know how he/she evaluates their work 00040000
82 sets meaningful goals for the work group 0000000
83 pays attention to planning the work in advance 0000000
84 asks the group's recommendations on matters that affect their jobs and their work 0000000
85 is highly competent in the technical and functional aspects of the work 0000000
86 makes sure group members are adequately trained for their work 000G® GO
87 gives individuals recognition when they do good work i0000000
88 is easy to talk to about work problems 'ooe0000
89 insists that reports are in and the work is finished when it is due ,0000000
90 tries to make sure each person gets a fair chance to learn and advance 100000®00
91 honestly says what he/she thinks about the group's performance 00040000
92 is systematic about planning and organizing the work 00,00000
93 closely directs individuals in the performance of each task 0000000
94 complains vigorously if goals are not met 0000000
95 lets group members alter procedures to their liking Q000000
96 makes it easy for people to say what is on their minds 0000000
97 rewards individuals when they deserve to be rewarded IOC:X.)00OG
98 looks for ways to help people do a better job
. 00®0®00
99 is well regarded as an expert manager OCHO®®®0
100 gives Individuals frank comments about the way they do their jobs 000000e138
Appendix K
Task Behaviors and Interpersonal Relations Index
(High scores in each category generally indicate high
performance, except as indicated below.)
CLR = Clarification of Goals and Objectives:
The starting point;involves discussion of goals
to be sure they are understood, setting meaningful goals
for worthwhile contributions.
UPW = Encouragement of Upward Communication and Participation:
The extent a manager encourages subordinates to contribute
ideas and suggestions and puts those suggestions to work.
PLN = Orderly Work Planning:
Measures how well organized a.manager is, orderly
in making the work flow, etc.
XPT = Expertise:
A general measure of technical-functional skills; ability
to answer questions about the organization, operations,
products, services.
FAC = Work Facilitation:
The extent of coaching, training, and general support in
getting work done.
FED = Feedback:
How well a manager gives subordinates honest and
constructive criticism of performance.
TIM = Time Emphasis:
How well a manager keeps things moving on schedule,
stresses the importance of deadlines, etc.
DET = Control of Details:
At the upper end, unless accompanied by strong
interpersonal relations, one can be an overbearing
nitpicker.Extreme low scores imply a lack of involvement.
PRSGoal Pressure:
High levels, unless accompanied by strong interpersonal
scores, can imply abrasive pressure.Very low scores can
denote lack of push for goal achievement.
DEL - Delegation (Permissiveness):
The questions pertain to letting people work attheir own
speed, set their own goals, etc.If other scores are
solid, a high score here can mean good delegation.If
other scores are low, it pictures a permissive manager.
REC - Recognizing and Reinforcing
Performance:This reflects the pat on the back, the
expression of appreciation, compliments, etc. forwork well
done.
Interpersonal Relations
APP = Approachability:
Denotes a friendly, easy-to-talk-to manager; onewho
listens even though he/she does not agree.
TEM = Teambuilding:
The extent to which a manager gets thework group members
to cooperate, to exchange ideas.
GRO - Interest in Subordinate's Growth:
How well a manager helps subordinateslearn'and progress in
their jobs, advance in their careers, andgenerally reach
high levels of achievement.
TRS = Building Trust:
The extent to which a manager keepspromises,' remains
credible and represents his/her employeeswell toupper
management. (C. Wilson, 1981)139
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SURVEY OF MANAGEMENT PRACTICES
AClarification of goals and objectives.
The starting point; involves discussion of goals
to be sure they are understood, setting meaning-
ful goals for worthwhile contributions
B Encouragement of upward communi-
cations and participation. The extent a
manager encourages subordinates to con-
tribute ideas and suggestions and puts those
suggestions to work
COrderly work planning. Measures how
well organized a manager is, orderly in making
the work flow, etc.
DExpertise. A general measure of tech-
nical-functional skills; ability to answer ques-
tions about the company, operations, prod-
ucts, services
EWork facilitation. The extent of coaching.
training, and general support in getting the work
done
FFeedback. How well a manager gives sub-
ordinates honest and constructive criticism of
performance
GTime emphasis. How well a manager
keeps things moving on schedule, stresses the
importance of dead-lines, etc.
HControl of details. At the upper end
unless accompanied by strong interpersonal
relations, one can be an overbearing nitpicker.
Extreme low scores imply a lack of involve-
ment
IGoal pressure. High levels, unless accom-
panied by strong interpersonal scores, can
unply abrasive pressure. Very low scores can
denote lack of push for goal achievement
1Delegation (Permissiveness). The ques-
tions pertain to letting people work at their own
speed, set their own goals, etc. If other scores
are solid, a high score here can mean good
delegation. If these scores are low, it pictures a
permissive manager
SURVEY OF GROUP MOTIVATION
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KRecognizing and reinforcing perfor
mance.This reflects the pat on the back, the
expression of appreciation, compliments, etc.
for work well done
INTERPERSONAL
RELATIONS
LApproachability. Denotes afriendly,
easy-to-talk to munager; one who listens even
though he/she does not agree
MTeambuilding. The extent to which a
manager gets the work group members to co-
operate, to exchange ideas, etc.
NInterest in subordinate growth. How
well a manager helps subordinates learn and
progress in their jobs, advance in their careers,
and generally reach high levels of achievement
0Building Trust. The extent to which a
manager keeps promises, remains credible and
represents his/her employees well to upper
management
AND MORALE
UOrganization climate. The perspective
on the general policies, benefits, and considera-
tion of the organization
VGeneral morale. Focuses on feelings of
security,general jobsatisfaction,general
morale
PWork Involvement. Extent to which the SOpportunity for growth. The way the
work itself is interesting, stimulating, evengroup members see their chances to learn and
exciting advance in the organization and their careen
QCo-worker competence. How one seal TTension level. The degree of strain in the
other members of the work groupcapable,relations between management and the group
knowledgeable, well-trained, etc. members, feelings of uneasiness in the rela-
tionship, etc.
II.Team atmosphere. The degree to which
work group members are cooperative, friendly,
comrnunicateive, etc.
°Copyright, 1985, Clark Wilson Publishing Company
WConnultment. High scores Imply group
members rue dedicated, motivated, anxious to
do a good jobAppendix M
Human Subjects Approval Form
OREGON STATE UNIVERSITY
Connittee for the Protection of Human Subjects
Chairman's Summary of Review
Title: A comparison between the management practice of the academic department
chairpersons and private industry managment
Program Director: Tom Griosbv:F. Michael_ Kaufffman, student
Recommendation:
XX
Remarks:
Approval The informed consent forms obtained from
each subject need to be retained for the
Provisional Approval long term.Archives Division of the OSU
Department of Budgets and Personnel
Disapproval Service is willing to receive and archive
these on microfilm.At present at least,
No action this can be done without charge to the
research project.Please have the forms
retained in archives as well as in your files.
Date: Apr.20, 1987 Signaturelar,ww."..- T
141
If the recommendation of the committee is for provisional approval or disapproval,
the program director should resubmit the application with the necessary correc-
tions within one month.142
Appendix N
Invitation to Participate in Research
325 Bexell,
Oregon State University
June 9, 1987
Dr. XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXX
Assistant Professor, XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXX
Dear Professor XXXXXXX:
By way of a fast introduction, I amMike Kauffman, I have
been teaching at Linn-BentonCommunity College for the past
ten years, and for the past two yearsI have been teaching
part time for the School of Businessand the School of
Education.I am in the research collectionphase of my
dissertation, and I am asking for your help.Yes, I realize
that the term is winding down, andthat this is a busy time.
In fact, I don't know when there everis a 'best' time to
ask for help.Thus, I am requesting your help for aperiod
of not more than 30 minutes.From your memories of when you
were in the same position, Idoubt that I need to focus very
long on the importance of eachindividual's contribution,
and I request yours.Perhaps you would help while you are
monitoring a test, or having a finalmeetin before breaking
for the summer.
The research focus is an analysis ofmanagement styles.I
am comparing and contrasting themanagement styles found in
private industry with those found in theacademic world.I
am using an instrument whichhas been used more than 300,000
times in private industry, but has neverbeen used in an
academic setting.
This research is an attempt to validate theinstrument, in
order to do so, I am asking you to make anevaluation of
your Department Chairperson.The same instrument also is
being completed by your Department Chair(randomly
selected), by your Dean, and by other Facultyin your
department(Also selected by random).
Oregon State University's Human SubjectsResearch Committee
has approved the concept of this research.All the Deans in
the Colleges at Oregon State Universityhaven given the go
ahead to conduct this research in theirColleges, but only
on a voluntary basis.Your Department Chair also has
volunteered.
What am I asking you to do?
Please fill in the enclosed questionnaire.There are
no essay type questions, and nointerviews.All answers are
made on a seven point Likert typescale.
There are 100 questions.
What advantages are there for you?143
There are no immediate advantages.Should the
questionnaire prove to be valid in an. academic environment,
it would provide a useful tool for management evaluationand
a planned self-development program.
What are the risks for you?
There are no risks.I guarantee the confidentially of
your responses.I am using no assistants, so the
information and your identity remain with me alone.I share
no information with your DepartmentChair, with your Dean,
or with other Faculty.
Should you wish to receive a personal briefing onthis
research, I will be glad to meet with you.My home phone
number is 926-2539, and my best work number is 967-6505.
You may leave a message at either phone.
I have, with optimism, enclosed a return envelope,with my
OSU address. Since I am a supplicant, and can offer no
incentives except the opportunity for you to assist a
research project, I ask, as a help to me, that you spend30
minutes filling out the questionnaire, and returningit to
me.I request that you do this as you wind upthings for
the Spring term.
Thank you,
F. Mike Kauffman144
Appendix 0
Survey Instrument Instruction Letter
Dear Professor:
Again, many thanks for your help.
Enclosed in this package are the following
materials:
A.The multi-level questionnaire.
(With addendum.)
1.Please fill in the first 100
questions.
2.This is a self-evaluation.
3.Please use a #2 pencil.
B.An informed consent and confidentiality
agreement.(Original and one copy.)
C.A return envelope.
Please use the envelope for returning the
questionnaire and a copy of the agreement in the
campus mail.Should you not wish to use the
campus mail, then please leave it with a member of
your secretarial staff, and I will drop by in a
week to pick up the data in person.
In those colleges with six or fewer Chairpersons I
will be returning to ask an additional favor; that
of completing the same questionnaire as a peer
evaluation.This, too, would only be a voluntary
endeavor, but I anticipate that I will have to
again return to the well.Your consideration,
cooperation, patience and humor will dictate
whether I am returning once too often.
Sincerely,
Mike Kauffman145
Appendix P
Survey Instrument, Follow-Up Letter
June 19, 1987
Dear Professor:
With the rush to finish the term, I am sure that the
questionnaire (Management Practices of Your Department
Chairperson) which I sent to you either arrived after you
had left for a break, vacation, etc., or got lost in the
press to meet final term deadlines.
I still need every bit of input possible.If, by chance,
you misplaced the questionnaire, please let me know.
Since I am moving out of state, I have enclosed a stamped,
self-addressed envelope for your convenience.
Please respond and send me the completed questionnaire.It
will be appreciated.
Sincerely,
F. Michael Kauffman146
Appendix 0
Survey Instrument, Second Follow-Up Letter
Santa Barbara, CA
Aug 20, 1987
Dr. XXXXXXXXXX
Department Chair, XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXX
Oregon State University,
Corvallis, OR 97331
Dear Dr. XXXXX:
I am writing to enlist your help.Last June I left a
Management Style Questionnaire with you, askingfor your
self-evaluation.
I am in a real data collection crunchnow, and am trying to
wrap up the data part of my dissertation thissummer, with
the hope of defending toward the end of Fallterm.
Perhaps in the clearing out of the Spring termrush my
questionnaire got put aside, or lost.I know that it is
high up only on my priority list of thingsto do, and that
you have had the budget to contend with,among other things.
Just in case that happened, I am sending along anotherone.
I would very much appreciate it ifyou would fill it out for
me.
Thank you,
F. Mike Kauffman147
Appendix R
Informed Consent Agreement148
Researcher:Francis M. Kauffman
Participant:
Subject:Administrative Managerial Style Perceptions
Date:
1.This study of administrative managerialstyle
perceptions involves the utilization ofa multi-level
instrument, to be filled out by the primarysubjects
(Department Chairpersons) and their randomlyselected
peers, their department faculty, and by theirDeans.
2.The purpose of the study is to validate,if possible,
an instrument which may correlate the perceptionsof
administrative managerial styleas perceived by
Department Chairpersons themselves, andthose perceptions
of their administrative style by theirDean, their peers,
and their department faculty, witha similiar study of
administrative managerial styles done inother than an
educational environment.
3.The procedure involved is for each participantto
complete a particular questionnaire whichhas been used
to determine administrative managementstyles in non-
academic environments.
4.Confidentiality will be preserved by theparticipants
returning the completed questionnaire directlyto the
researcher, with no intermediary becoming involved.No
identification marks will be madeupon the questionnaire
except for a numbering system, known onlyto the
researcher, and used for collectionpurposes.
Individuals participating will not be identifiedeither
by name, college, or position.Data will be presented in
general categories.NO SPECIFIC DATA WILL BE RETURNED IN
ANY FORM TO ANY PARTICIPANT, NOR WILL ITBE SHARED WITH
ANY OTHER PERSON/ORGANIZATION.
5.There will be no direct benefit to the individuals
participating in the research, neither willthere be a
risk.
6.Participation is voluntary.The researcher has no
involvement with any decision-makingprocess concerning149
the participant's employment benefits entitlements.
7.Any questions concerning the participation in the
research should be directed to the researcher at (805)
687-4151 (Home).
I guarantee the confidentiality of all your
responses.
F. M. Kauffman150
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Making goals claw and important
IPlanning and problem solving .
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IY Obtaining and providing feedback
V Exercising control
VI Reinforcing performance
YOUR MANAGEMENT SURVEY FEEDBACK
From the Clark Wilson Survey of Management Practices (JE)
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Rating by MANAGER SELF
CLR UPN PINIPT FACFED TIMDET PRSDELRECAPPTENGROIRS
5267504858 5453 27 25647673587567
Nor.Ma 7075 616972 71 71 4636627577 7777 79
NoraSd 13 12 16 13 12 12 16 16 16 12 14 13 12 12 12
Centile 82424 6 12 8 14 1224585438 642 16
Rating by SUPERIOR
CLRUPN PLNIPTFACFEDTIMDETPRSDELRECAPPTEM6R0 TRS
484848455050505341535547445250
NoraMn .60 61586263 61584536576466 6765 67
NoraSd 15 12 14 18 14 16 15 16 19 12 14 19 17 14 15
Centile 21 142418182431 6973382716 8 1814
Rating by EMPLOYEES
CLR UPN PLNIPTFACFED TINDETPRSDELRECAPPTEN680IRS
2188525056 3153 13 683 1997506385
81 8179 6767 755850 6-78 7987837588
Average 5185665962535632 6 814992676987
St. Dev. 30 4 14 9 6 22 3 19 0 330 5 11 6 2
NoraMn585949 6157 5663403367 6164626062
NormSd202020232023 19 18 18 1624252022 23
Centile 3890814662463434 7813186626686228
Appendix T
Questionnaire Addendum
Certain questions address training.This would include the
guidance and directions given to staff, plus that given to
all faculty in faculty professional growth and development.
Help in careers/advancement addresses professional and
personal growth for staff, non-tenured and tenured faculty,
as well as promotion, where applicable.229
Appendix U
Composite Score TabulationsRating by SUPERIOR
CIAUPW PLNIPT FACFEDTIMDETPRS DELRECAPPTEM8R0TRS
Raw Score4865.383850 69443053 8169 57 4750 71
6965648681907567 69 618647 898394
6238 868658 678370 6939 48 4742 5490
38 4824 2644 48 22 2725 6157 43 3642 42
50 71 2150 61 48 17 17 19 81839075 7973
575283605083835744 67 83 47505679
4577505556673927 145674 77646575
5065454561464240 3150 677067 6560
556350435660533742566763696565
67 71 69 6267636743 36 64797372 71 83
366333 4844 48333025 18 4867505052
5771 60796456613725647990676775
62 81 679558 71 5020 177574 7767 8885
678540526950 6332875 7661 92 7965
4850 81 67473310053 47444320255263
8383 83 818377 61 4020838893978898
43 63363644 44 3937 33 615263 3948 44
8385 8110092100816322679883899896
69 52 81 116454645739505153536065
67 8562 646963 4453 11 72678072 79 88
64 56 81 6764 526960 17585560 6169 79
607576 7469 58 31 13 1453678392 71 67
5750 86 815867 92 77 4236'55375346 81
6238 86965967837069394847 425490
Averan), 58ALS _ 61 _.67 _ 4434,61,...691.64=43.2+=_Ii
St. Dev, 12 14 21 1912 152418 1714 1519 19 1515
MoreMn6061 58 6263 615845 3657 646667 6567
Nor.Sd 15 12 14 1814 lb'15 16 19 12 14 19 17 14 15
Centile 466262584654464646626246425469
230231
Rating by EMPLOYEES
CLRDPWPLNIPTFACFEDTIMDETPRSDELAECAPPTEMSROTRS
Raw Score79 81 7983 81 736933 17948690 81 8383
5069 315557 77 33 37 197276 8372 71 67
74 79 69 7681 94584325 72 9580 58 8192
729 728 11 13 0 0 171003840563548
40 5652 713929 6140 31 81 4560 475065
31 422624 1740 44205644 2630424635
8385 71 6772886953256486978685 81
69 8376696465 7833 878798075 7379
56 797474 67657527 27 78 7193 56 71 85
6765 76 81 67887553 856 71 93505685
386531362840 3123 68376 97 424862
56 81 486253635025 1975 71 8781 7188
50506936 14 21 4433 1450 437350 1752
6477 5776 67735823 1775 7490507785
506038675667583733567477 3963 46
3360 216042422227 147571 83586573
62 83648869 654427 11 78 6490 617588
606360454754 6143 31 586060565457;
5 10 2160 631 4733445626 1322 0 311
60 81 67765679 815036 81 86100477583
5050 525547484750505350435850 441
6977 81 71 6185813333699073 6788 81
7173 939375605650 0 47881008692 94
40 83334544 31 53233675609361 4667
5563 5269284058203364 57 70 3140 40
577555 6964 56693033755587 697779
50562643506336303664 67 40536050
5575 215558 733320 17 8171 7769 6752
6469 57695865 6123 225876806767 81.232
698181 716471582325757997897977
646769575363582028676477726367
646064525050692031565557645060
62 71 43526460503317697490676756
386038504235283731695077504840
629055626475444322818390727975
86949686949283671989100100899693
8381 81989379897744698683897581
817181836769674039787480837383
3640676736334223 856 1737224454
244440675033502733726433 115460
334440383633472342613353363544
628367797577693036728383697983
64927186697358 17 148995100728890
576762648367363042729987818381
6981676975756757396193100587171
1721 29502229612761393617222140
79987195837942 17 092981009210096
8681699397857840 1994100100100100100
697367836969784331698380757375
8383838183797263 381 8383788583
8690909889858370289188100869088
7679336978 71331717868383728885
5048405550444720226955405060 71
716567 817273586311728173697175
029 5 0 3 4 14 3 3293643 191513
4367485564675630 19677170566371
74 71626967586440315964905667 81233
7477_6067 5063 47.23 17756280 6956 77
7458696750 4064 3739 47 33 375035 67
40 42 3336 33 33 4423 72 39 24 7 11 31 33
45424340 363547 33 44505047 3948 42
38423329 32356 7 19442660 19 1338
6035 5733 8 1572 176483 2 0 8 0 5
62 11 57 45 1438 813028 724873 4438 44
62 71 4040566556 373356 71 67 61 6754
0 4 5 14 8 0 31 405675 2 7 0 0 8
76 79 8169 61 2761 47 14 7829 9369 6094
8188 76 7112676453 686 64 877569 88
5290 45485667 3120 17 75629086.7779
45 4554053465877862245 35352 21
60835062 61 79 5333 17 69508383 73 79
67 756264585458372881 6980616375
79946774 81 815037 11 928897539690
67 196060 6463535333 69 678356 6973
69856462 75 71 5343 1978798756 77 77
64 23 71748165 443728 81 679072 1983
43756455 172953 10 17 8940 7750 2767
50 814869 61735623226776100647383
67 8169 81 81 77 4720 1486838053 81 79
7483671669 7958 37 8729583679290
64BB67 81 33 71 6723337867 978358 77
95100100100100100 7857 392100100100100100
6283 761672836440 17677480 8677 96
749083908992 6727 694 81 9778 8398
6485 81 81 7888 61 30 11 75 7693 7879 96
296324453629 6433535055 4753 63 48
6983 766964657833 878 798075 13 79
56797474676575272778 719356 71 85
6765 76 8167887553 856 7193505685
Average 5869 57 645659563426706674606369
St. Dev. 202021 192322 16 15 16 152225 21 2322
Nor.Mn 5859 49 61575663403367 61 64626062
NormSd20202023 2023 19 18 18 16242520 2223
Gentile 50 69665450543438345851.66465462234
FEEDBACK FROM CLARK WILITH MULTI-LEVEL SURVEYS - TABLE OF RESULTS
Copyright (Cl 1584,1485,1986 Clark Wilson Publishing Company
(Senera) Norms)
REPORT FOR: Composite, 2/9188
Rating by MANAISER SELF
CLRUFWPLN1PIFCCFEDTIMDETFRSDELRECAPPTEM3RDTRS
i';.* Score 64 8350 7664 6944 33 14 89 79 03 368893
811006788 8396 7863 198610097 9210098
27 6324 4536296433535055475363 48
36 6957 504760 3933 2875 57 73 64 71 69
45 7950 62 61 525023 2575 818375 9285
64 63 866056 81783028 64 7661 5363 90
71 83 52 52 69606940 39 61 71 73 83 77 67
91 948376 72987550 67893 81 83 9490
69 88 6048 696364 27 22728693 7592 75
57936051 646356 22787693699573
62 7550 86 72 695637 25 78 7490 72 8885
60775760 675250 27 1464 79 77 6771 83
100 981001001001007860 36 1510010010010096
60 63 52 52564042232972 71 70 61 6763
62 '1 81 38 6258 4436 20 17 78 9680 8376 73
52 71 435053 525347 1956 6953 50 60 65
90837993869481 63 6 649990899696
40 93 7462 41 4667 37 893 5587 69 73 90
81 8396 6978 778150 6729087 799590
79 8869 6472 796923 31 78 7183 81 8885
3390869089 929243 25 8110093 92 9293
Ayerage 65 81 6367 67 616331 22 7380 81 7582 91
St. Der. 18 10 18 16 15 20 15 13 12 10 14 13 13 12 13
Norm Mn-70 75 61 67 72 71 .71 46 366275 7777 77 79
Norm Sd 13 12 16 13 12 12 16 16 16 12 14 13 12 12 12
tentile 34695442343831 2718816662426658
------------- ------------- ------